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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report details the results of an interim evaluation of the Cal-Learn program. Cal-
Learn is a statewide program designed to help pregnant and parenting teenagers on
welfare overcome the barriers to earning a high school diploma. To achieve these goals,
the program offers intensive case management and imposes financial incentivesin the
form of bonuses and sanctions based on school enrollment and progress. It also provides
funding for supportive services. The program is mandatory and isin its fifth year of
operation in California.

Interim results are based on data collected between October 1994 and June 1998 on teens
in Alameda, Los Angeles, San Bernardino and San Joaguin counties. The experimental
research design allows evaluators to contrast the independent and combined effects of the
two program elements: (1) intensive case management and (2) financial incentives.
Teens who met the eligibility requirements for the Cal-Learn evaluation were randomly
assigned to one of four research conditions:

1. Full Cal-Learn: Case Management with Bonuses and Sanctions,

2. Case Management Only: Case Management with No Bonuses or Sanctions,

3. Financial Incentives Only: Bonuses and Sanctions without Case Management; and
4. No Treatment: Neither Case Management nor Bonuses and Sanctions.

All teensin the evaluation were offered supportive services, including reimbursement for
child care, transportation to school, and school-related expenses.

Findings

Comparisons of the educational outcomes—the proportion of teens who graduate, who
earn a degree, and who do not drop out—across treatment conditions suggest

that the Full Cal-Learn treatment, including both case management and financial
incentives, produces better educational outcomes than either financial incentives alone
or case management alone, and is associated with significantly more graduations and
GEDs than found in the No Treatment group. Among respondents age 19 and over, 26%
of the Full Cal-Learn group have graduated or earned GEDs, compared to 21% of those
in the Financial Only group, 18% of those in the Case Management Only group and 16%
of those in the No Treatment group.

Both treatments--case management and financial incentives—appear to contribute to the
overall effectiveness of the Full Cal-Learn treatment. The program appears to achieve its
ends by convincing most participants that they are, indeed, subject to bonuses and
sanctions and by inducing most of them to work with a case manager. Clientswho
understand they are subject to financial incentives, or report seeing a case manager, have
substantially higher rates of graduation or GED than clients who do not.

At this point in the evaluation, many participants are not old enough to have exited Cal-
Learn by graduating or turning 19. Since we examine employment and public welfare
outcomes only for teens who have left Cal-Learn, only a short window of time to observe
these outcomesis available. Therefore, findings on post-Cal-L earn employment and aid



receipt are based on limited data for arelatively small number of teens. While these
results suggest that employment is clearly linked to high school graduation, differences
among research groups do not achieve statistical significance. Differencesin welfare
receipt also fail to attain statistical significance. Barriers to employment and financial
independence at Cal-Learn exit remain high: the typical exiting teen is dightly under 19,
has a fifteen month old-child, and is unlikely to have completed high school. After
exiting Cal-Learn, 70% of teens receive public assistance with no evidence of
employment during the observation period. The 25% of participants with post-Cal-Learn
employment earn only $1051 per quarter on average. Evaluation of these outcomes will
benefit from the longer observation period available for the final evaluation.

Teen Characteristics

The demographic profiles of teens at entry to Cal-Learn provided in Part One of the
report suggest that the differences in educational outcomes are “true” program effects,
and do not result from differences in the characteristics of teens assigned to different
research groups. The four research groups were virtually identical in terms of
demographic characteristics and assistance history at the start of the intervention. These
profiles aso reflect adiverse and vulnerable population. The average age of ateen at
entry is 17 years, but athird are aged 16 or younger, and one in ten is fifteen or younger.
Slightly over two-thirds of teens already had a child at program entry, and on average had
their first child at age 16. About half of the teens are identified as Hispanic, 26% are
black, and 21% are white, with English the primary language of 91% of the sample teens.
Over 30% of teensfirst began receiving aid in the three years prior to entering Cal-Learn
and about 20% were new to aid in the year preceding their Cal-Learn program entry.

Program Experiences

Part Two of the report highlights the mechanisms through which differences among
treatment conditions emerge. The chapters describing the teens' experiences with Cal-
Learn treatments indicate that a majority (55%) of teens subject to financial incentives
experienced some form of financial incentive while participating in Cal-Learn. Teens
who were offered the intensive case management services were more likely to receive
bonuses (34%) than sanctions (30%). That pattern was reversed for teens who were not
offered intensive case management: only 25% of teens received bonuses while 36% were
sanctioned. Most teensfelt that Cal-Learn bonuses were fair (90%) and useful (85%) in
helping teens get good grades or graduate. Teens were less supportive of sanctions, but a
majority thought the sanctions fair (60%), and 64% thought them very or somewhat
useful in helping teens stay in school.

Virtually all of the teens (89%) offered intensive case management experienced some
form of case manager contact, and averaged 1.5-2.0 contacts per month. Teens subject to
financia incentives in addition to case management were more likely to be aware they
were in Cal-Learn and had a case manager than teens offered case management without
financia incentives. Most case-managed teens found their case managers helpful. About
three-fourths (77%) of case-managed teens who knew they had a case manager reported



that, overall, having a case manager helped them "A Lot" or “Some”. Among teens who
attended school during their participation in Cal-Learn, about two-thirds (65%) reported
that case managers helped them with school related issues"A Lot" or "Some". Among
teens who believed that Cal-Learn or the welfare department paid for transportation or
child-care, alarge majority said their case manager helped them gain access to those
services.

Administrative data indicate that use of supportive services—child care, transportation or
ancillary expenses related to education—was low. Only 42% of the participants had at
least one recorded expenditure for any of the supportive services prior to the end of the
administrative data collection period (June 1997). Transportation assistance was the most
frequently used service paid for by the Cal-Learn program, with 36% of teenstaking
advantage of available transportation money and bus passes. Child care and ancillary
expenses were each used by fewer than 15% of the sample. Case-managed teens were
significantly more likely to receive supportive services than were non-case-managed
teens (59% vs. 26%), and the Full Cal-Learn group was the most likely (63%) to receive
such assistance.

Thisinterim evaluation of Cal-Learn used a combination of county and state-level
administrative data, and computer-assisted telephone interviews. These data provided a
mix of information for comparing educational and economic outcomes among clients,
gauging their use of services and their exposure to the program elements, and ng
their knowledge of and attitudes towards the program and its goals. The longer data
collection period and larger samples available for usein the final evaluation, scheduled
for the Spring 2000, should strengthen the evaluation of longer term outcomes and
enhance the already emerging differences in educational outcomes.
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PART ONE
INTRODUCTION TO CAL-LEARN PROGRAM AND EVALUATION






. INTRODUCTION

Cal-Learn is an innovative statewide program within the California Department of Social
Services (CDSS) designed to help pregnant and parenting teenagers on welfare overcome the
barriersto receiving a high school diploma. The program was prompted by policy-makers
concerns over therelatively high teen birth-rate in California, and the high rate of welfare use
among former teen mothers—more than one-half of the women on welfare in California have
their first child as ateenager. Teen parents are typically from disadvantaged households, face
many barriersto educational and economic success, and frequently drop out of high school.
Policy-makers hoped that Cal-Learn would raise the high school graduation rate among teen
parents, thus reducing their welfare dependency and improving their chances of escaping
poverty.

Thisreport isan interim analysis of the impact that the Cal-Learn program has had on high
school enrollment, high school graduation, employment and welfare receipt among participants.
The report isdivided into three parts. Part One (Chapters|, 11 and I11) provides an introduction
to the Cal-Learn program and the evaluation, as well as specifics about the research design, data
sources, and the sample. In Part Two (Chapters 1V to VII) we focus on the Cal-Learn program
components and operations. We discuss how the incentives and sanctions, case management
services and supportive services were applied or awarded to clients, and how clients describe
their experiences with those program components. Part Three (Chapters VIl and 1X) presents
the interim treatment outcomes on school enrollment, educational attainment, employment and
welfare receipt. Overall conclusions from the report are provided in Chapter X. Readers who
are only interested in the program impacts on teens’ levels of education, employment and
welfare receipt should read this chapter and then skip to Part Three of the report.

In thisfirst chapter of the report we provide an overview of the Cal-Learn program, the
evaluation and our research questions.

The Cal-Learn Program

The Cal-Learn program features two key program elements: (1) intensive, individualized case
management to help each client towards high school graduation and (2) financial incentives and
penalties for either making progressin school or failing to make progress. Cal-Learn clients who
graduate from high school or earn a GED* are rewarded with a $500 check made out to them
personaly. Inaddition, bonuses of $100 are applied to the family’ s welfare grant for
“satisfactory” progress, indicated by at least a C average on areport card. On the other hand, a
teen who does not turn in areport card or whose grades indicate “inadequate” progress (less than
a D average) seesthe family’ s welfare check reduced by atotal of $100 (two $50 deductions
over two consecutive months). Up to four report cards yearly can generate a sanction or bonus.
All participants who are attending school are entitled to receive subsidized “ supportive
services’—child care, transportation and other school-related expenses. The programis
mandatory and statewide, and has been operating in Californiasince 1994. The details of the
Cal-Learn program—and we caution the reader that the program has various refinements not
captured in this brief summary—are explained in Appendix A. The program, while unique,



shares features with other programs for teenage parents that have been implemented el sewhere;
some of them are briefly described in Appendix B.

The Cal-L earn Evaluation

Research Groups

The Cal-Learn evaluation is based on an experimental research design with data on Cal-Learn
participants in four California counties. Alameda County, an urban county that includes Oakland
and is adjacent to San Francisco; Los Angeles County, the largest urban county; San Bernardino
County, alarge rura county adjacent to Los Angeles; and San Joaguin County, asmall rural
county in the Central Valley of California. Appendix C provides brief descriptions of each of
these counties. The interim report analyzes data collected between October 1994 and June 1998.

Teens eligible for the Cal-Learn program in these four research counties were randomly assigned
to one of four research conditions:

1. Full Cal-Learn: Case Management with Bonuses and Sanctions;

2. Case Management Only: Case Management with No Bonuses or Sanctions;

3. Financial Incentives Only: Bonuses and Sanctions with No Case Management ; and
4. No Treatment: Neither Case Management nor Bonuses and Sanctions.

All teens in the evaluation were offered supportive services, including reimbursement for child
care, transportation to school, and school-related expenses.

This research design alows us to contrast the independent and combined effects of the two
program elements: (1) intensive case management and (2) financial incentives (bonuses)
awarded for school progress and graduation, and penalties (sanctions) applied for inadequate
progress or noncompliance with report card requirements.

Data Sources

A variety of sources provided the data for thisreport. UC DATA collects and processes raw data
from county welfare administrative databases such as GAIN (i.e., California’ s JOBS program),
AFDC, and Supportive Services,; from case management agency management information
systems (i.e., Lodestar); from statewide databases such as Employment Devel opment

Department and Medi-Cal records; and from telephone interviews with the Cal-Learn
participants (see Appendix D for detailed information on the data sources). This report also
presents information from UC DATA’s separate implementation reports on the operational
challenges of the program. These process evaluation reports were based on 254 face-to-face
interviews conducted with state and county staff in the health, education, and welfare agencies
charged with providing services to Cal-Learn teens.



Program Theory

Implicit in the Cal-Learn program is atheory of how the program is supposed to work. Often
program evaluations rely upon a simple black box model of causal connections, ignoring the
guestion of how the program “works’ altogether. This model takes the form

INPUT ® m® OUTPUT. In the present evaluation, four different treatments correspond to the
inputs, the black box represents teen parents (and pregnant teens) on welfare, and measures of
the outcome variables represent the output. The experimental design with random assignment
makes it possible scientifically to make inferences about cause and effect relationships between
the Cal-Learn program and the measured outcomes. Thus, our presentation of findings could be
considered complete from a causal research perspective without ever examining the processes
“inside” the black box, that is, how the program operates on the teens themselves.

Whether or not the treatments under study are found to be effective, it isimportant to understand
what goes on in the Cal-Learn program, and to make explicit the implied theory of behavior
change in the model. Understanding the theoretical causal model for the outcomes allows us to
predict the likely results of treatments in different circumstances; and knowledge of the causal
chain of behaviors can help improve program design. This informs us about the practical
considerations that make the program more or less replicable.

A general model of the change process for the Cal-Learn statewide program might look like this:
TREATMENT ® KNOWLEDGE ® BEHAVIOR ® OUTCOMES (SHORT-TERM & LONG-TERM)

It was assumed by program designers that teens who participated in Cal-Learn knew about the
financial contingencies and intensive case management services associated with the program.
They expected this knowledge to lead to a supportive relationship with a case manager, and to
school performance that generates rewards and avoids penalties (short-term outcomes). These
behaviorsin turn, compared to a control group, would eventually result in higher graduation and
GED rates, less dropping out, more employment and higher wages, and less time on welfare
(long term outcomes).

The Cal-Learn evaluation contrasts with the statewide program in that the evaluation was
designed to test the independent and combined effects of the two program components, case
management and financial incentives. Thus, more than one model of behavior change might be
proposed depending on the comparisons of interest. For example, to characterize the effect of
Cal-Learn case management alone, where program rules mandate the offer but not the receipt of
case management, amodel that includes case manager interactions as the operational key to
“effectiveness’ might be drawn:

CASE MANAGEMENT OFFERED® AWARE OF OFFER® SEE A CASE MANAGER® BEHAVIOR CHANGE® OUTCOMES

Similarly, the effect of financial incentives, a cognitive manipulation designed to motivate school
success, might look like the following:

INCENTIVES OFFERED® AWARE OF OFFER® BELIEVE INCENTIVESAPPLY® BEHAVIOR CHANGE® OUTCOMES

Taking the above into consideration, the combined effect of the two components, which captures
the statewide program model, would be described more accurately by the following model.



CAL-LEARN CASE MANAGEMENT & BONUSES AND SANCTIONS OFFERED
AWARE OF THE OFFER
SEE A CASE MANAGER & BELIEVE YOU ARE SUBJECT TO INCENTIVES
BEHAVIOR CHANGE
OUTCOMES
As described later in this report, we attempted to measure the intervening mechanisms—

believing that one is subject to incentives, and seeing a case manager—to assess the extent to
which the teen parents were exposed to the treatments as intended.

Evaluation Questions

The focus of the impact analysisis on the educational and economic outcomes of teens randomly
assigned to the various research conditions. The central questions are:

1. What impact does Full Cal-Learn compared to No Treatment have on graduation rates,
persistence in high school, employment and welfare receipt?

2. What impact does Financial Incentives compared to No Financial Incentives have on
graduation rates, persistence in high school, employment and welfare receipt? This questionis
investigated in two ways. by comparing the two No Financia Incentives groups to the two
groups who received Financial Incentives, and by comparing the Financial Incentives Only
group to the No Treatment group.

3. What impact does Case Management compared to No Case Management have on graduation
rates, persistence in high school, employment and welfare receipt? This question isinvestigated
in two ways: by comparing the two No Case Management groups to the two groups who
received Case Management, and by comparing the Case Management Only group to the No
Treatment group.

4. How does the impact of the Full Cal-Learn program compare to the impact of Case
Management Only and Financial Incentives Only, when each is compared to the No Treatment
condition?

A secondary set of questions explores the teens’ experiences with and knowledge and assessment
of the Cal-Learn program. If the Cal-Learn program is working as intended, then participants
should be familiar with the program elements to which they are subject. In addition, teens who
have contact with their case managers or receive financial incentives should be aware of these
experiences. Idedly, clientswould aso think that the program isfair and useful. We also look
at teens' use of supportive services, an element of the program that is available to all teensin
Cal-Learn. Some of the questions we explore include:



5. Do clients randomly assigned to a particular treatment know they can receive it? Are teens
who are subject to financial incentives aware that they can be financially rewarded or penalized
based on school performance? Are teens who were randomized into the case-managed groups
aware that they have a case manager?

6. Do clients experience the program elements? How many teensin the financial incentives
groups actually received a bonus or a sanction? How many teens eligible for case management
actually saw their case managers?

7. Do clients value the program elements? Do teens find Cal-Learn bonuses and sanctions fair
and useful? Do teens who have experienced case management find their case managers helpful ?

8. Doteenseligible for both case management and financial incentives (i.e., Full Cal-Learn)
experience or assess their treatments differently than teens who are eligible for only one of the
treatments?

9. Do teenstake advantage of the supportive services available? Which supportive services are
most commonly utilized? Which teens are most likely to use supportive services?

A third, exploratory set of questions focuses on the relationship between beliefs and experiences
in the program and educational outcomes. The program model assumes that teens who think
they can earn abonus if they do well, or be sanctioned if they do poorly, will graduate at a higher
rate than teens who do not expect rewards and penalties. Similarly, teens who have talked with a
case manager are expected to do better than teens who have not. The questions we ask include:

10. Doestheteens awareness of her eligibility for financial incentivesimpact her outcomes? In
particular, are outcomes different for teens eligible for financial incentives who realize they are
eligible for financia incentives relative to those who do not realize they are eligible?

11. Doestheteens contact with a case manager impact her outcomes? In particular, are
outcomes different for teens randomized into case managed groups who actually saw their case
managers relative to those who did not see a case manager?

As the following two chapters explain, we address these questions using a combination of survey
data from clients, administrative data from the welfare program, and administrative data from the
case management agencies. These same data sources, but covering alonger time period, will be
available for the final report. That report will address the same questions as this interim report,
and in addition provide some insight into contrasts across counties (not possible in this report
because of insufficient data) as well as more detail on the circumstances of the teen parents and
the impact of those circumstances on the program’ s effectiveness.



1. RESEARCH DESIGN AND ANALYSISPLAN

Research Design
Design

The evaluation of Cal-Learn employs atwo-way factorial design to contrast the independent and
combined effects of two program elements:. (1) intensive case management and (2) financial
incentives and penalties. Teenswho appeared to meet the Cal-Learn evaluation eligibility
requirements on paper or in the electronic data systems in the four counties were randomly
assigned to one of four research conditions: full Cal-Learn, i.e., case management with bonuses
and sanctions; case management with no bonuses or sanctions; bonuses and sanctions without
case management; and “no treatment” —neither case management nor bonuses and sanctions.
All teens in the evaluation were offered supportive services, including reimbursement for child
care, transportation to school, and school-related expenses.

Figure 2.1
Cal-Learn Factorial Research Design

Case Management Case Management
Incentives/Sanctions No Incentives/Sanctions
(Supportive Services) (Supportive Services)
No Case Management No Case Management
Incentives/Sanctions No Incentives/Sanctions
(Supportive Services) (Supportive Services)

Sample

Thisreport is based on administrative datafor 3,201 Cal-L earn participants, and surveys of 1,720
participants. All eligible teens were randomized into the research between November 1994 and
June 1997. As pregnant teens and custodial teen parents on AFDC were enrolled in the Cal-
Learn program, they were randomly assigned to aresearch condition based on ending digits of
their Social Security numbers. The following conditions were required for teens to be included
in the evaluation:

the teen met Cal-Learn program eligibility requirements as defined in Cal-Learn
regulations, Manual of Policies and Procedures, Section 42-763;

the teen was 18 %2 years or younger;

the teen was not a member of a household already participating in another welfare
experiment, the California Work Pays Demonstration Project; and

the teen was eligible for AFDC and new to the Cal-Learn program.



Exceptions to assignment by Socia Security number were made when more than one teen in the
same household was Cal-Learn eligible. In these cases, all teensin the same household were
assigned the research code of the teen first assigned to aresearch condition.

The results of the randomization process in the counties show that the process was more than
98% accurate, with few misclassifications. In other words, comparing the actual research group
to which teens were assigned with the expected research group based on their Social Security
numbers, we found almost perfect correspondence.

Point of Randomization

Randomization of teens into the evaluation started in San Bernardino in November 1994 on a
“pilot” basis, followed by Alameda County (in August 1995), San Joagquin County (in September
1995) and Los Angeles County (in December 1995). All randomization of teensinto research
groups ended by June 30, 1997. Assignment of teens to research conditions stopped in a county
when the county reached or exceeded its projected number of "research teens' for a particular
fiscal year (which ended in June).

The randomization process in each county started with county workers identifying potential Cal-
Learn eligibles at AFDC intake or from AFDC records and putting these individuals on alist of
people to be randomized into the four cells of the research design. Unlike evaluations of
comparable programs elsewhere, the enrollment of teensinto the Cal-Learn evaluation included
neither an initial confirmation of their eligibility for the program, nor an intake process prior to
randomization that would yield baseline data about them.

Although the Cal-Learn Program includes an orientation, attendance is not mandatory. Thus,
teens included in the research were randomized to a Cal-L earn treatment condition on the basis
of their Social Security number alone, regardless of whether they had been seen at an orientation
or contacted personally by mail or phone, by GAIN workers or AFLP case managers. In short,
randomization occurred before anyone determined conclusively that an individual identified in
the welfare rolls belonged in the Cal-Learn program, and before anyone attempted to notify or
enroll these individualsinto Cal-Learn. This made it difficult to locate many of the research
participants for telephone interviews because their addresses and tel ephone numbers were often
missing or incorrect in the county databases. A detailed discussion of the county databases and
other sources of data for the evaluation is presented in Appendix D.

Limitations of the Resear ch

It isimportant to understand how the context and the design of this evaluation limit its
generalizability. The study was conducted at the same time that the full Cal-Learn program was
initiated statewide. In three of the four counties studied, almost all Cal-L earn participants were
randomly assigned into one of four treatment conditionsin the evaluation, but in Los Angeles
only asmall fraction of the caseload (less than one-third) was randomized, with all the rest
enrolled in the full Cal-Learn program. Because the evaluation operated with the backdrop of
the statewide Cal-Learn program, participants may not have clearly understand the nature of the
program condition they were randomized to receive. Many believed that they were in the full
Cal-Learn program or that they were not in the Cal-Learn program at al. This confusion of the



participants may have diluted program impacts that might be seen had participants fully
understood the program variation to which they were subject.

The various data sources on which this report is based have their own limitations. In particular,
graduations appear to be incompletely reported in the administrative data. Consequently, the
critically important educational outcomes are assessed here using self-report data from the
Retrospective Survey. The response rate for this survey is approximately 50%. However, aswe
show in Appendix E, the level of non-response does not compromise the internal validity of the
study, i.e., the ability to answer the question: did the treatments make a difference? The purpose
of the evaluation isto compare the impacts of different treatment conditions on outcomes, a
comparison that requires the four randomized groups who were interviewed not to differ on
characteristics that could affect the educational outcomes. This requirement for similarity across
the groupsis met. The four randomized groups resemble each other to aremarkable degree,
whether the comparisons are for the full sample of cases available in the administrative data or
for the smaller sample who were interviewed.

At this point in the evaluation, many participants were not old enough to have experienced the
outcomes that the Cal-Learn program is designed to produce—namely, high school graduations,
employment and economic self-sufficiency. Additionally, many had not participated in Cal-
Learn for very long. The final report will incorporate about fifteen more months of
administrative data than this report, and will analyze two waves of interviews rather than one.
With another fifteen months of data, the next report will analyze outcomes for alarger number of
participants than were available for this report and will have alarger sample of older teens.

Analysis Plan
Overview

The ultimate goal of the Cal-Learn program, following program exit with a high school diploma
or equivalent, is self-sufficiency for participants. The interim evaluation attempts to investigate
participants’ educational success, employment and welfare receipt. Educational successis
identified as graduating from high school, receiving a GED, or remaining in school (rather than
dropping out without a diplomaor GED). A teen’s employment outcomes include whether she
has any job after leaving Cal-L earn, the percentage of time sheis employed, and her earnings.
Welfare receipt includestime in AFDC/TANF as well astime eligible for Medi-Cal assistance.

The evaluation seeks to assess the effects of the four program variations or treatment conditions
asthey are implemented in the real world. We compare groups of teens who have been
randomly assigned to each treatment, and we include in the analyses al the participants assigned
to each group. The evaluation incorporates such real-world circumstances as participants' level
of knowledge of program treatments, and their use or non-use of offered services.

The survey and administrative data are sufficiently rich to alow us to examine the mechanisms
through which impacts are achieved. If the program isimplemented as intended, then a
participant assigned to case management should say she met with, or talked with a case manager.
Participants assigned to bonuses and sanctions should believe that they are (or were) eligible for
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bonuses or at risk for sanctions. Our quasi-experimental exploration of the impacts of a
treatment among those who actually experienced it, serves solid analytic and programmatic
purposes by validating program logic and pinpointing potential problem areas in implementation.

The Cal-Learn program logic suggests that it isinappropriate to examine all the outcomes for all
teens. The economic self-sufficiency outcomes are the endpoint of a process that starts by
enrolling ateen in school and providing her resources and motivation to remain on track for
graduation. High school graduation should then give her the opportunity to get a good job and
earn enough to leave welfare. Asportrayed in Figure 2.2, it isreasonable to investigate
persistence in school chiefly among younger teens and outcomes such as graduation and
economic self-sufficiency only among older teens.

Figure 2.2: Expected Process and Timing of Successful Outcomes

Who When What
Enrolled in School
Attending School
Younger
Teens
While enrolled in
Cal-Learn Graduated or
Earned GED
Older After Cal-Learn Employed
Teens Exit ¢
Off Aid

In order to assess whether the treatments that teens are subject to significantly alter their
educational outcomes, five approaches are used. We contrast first the outcomes for teens
exposed to the “full” Cal-Learn treatments—case management coupled with financial
incentives—with the outcomes for teens assigned to receive neither case management nor
incentives. This contrast approximates what would be the results of a classic two-group
evaluation in which Cal-Learn was compared to a no-treatment control group. The second
approach distinguishes the effects of case management from the effects of Cal-Learn incentives.
Outcomes for teensin the two case-managed groups are compared to outcomes for the non-case-
managed groups in order to assess the impacts of case management. Analogously, teensin the
financial incentives groups are compared to teens not subject to incentives, to assess the extent to
which bonuses and sanctions influence participants outcomes.
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Third, the impacts of case management and financial incentives are explored further through
comparisons between single research groups. To discern the effects of case management, we
contrast the Case Management Only group to the No Treatment group, and the Full Cal-Learn
group to the Financial Incentives Only group. To identify the effects of incentives, we contrast
the Financial Incentives Only group to the No Treatment group, and the Full Cal-Learn group to
the Case Management Only group. In these first three sections, the statistical tests used are
independent-samples t-tests. We report differences significant at the 0.10 level or better. Thisis
appropriate because this report is based on less data than will be available for the final report.
We are attempting in this report to identify patterns that may reach conventional levels of
statistical significance in the future.

In the fourth analysis, the treatment groups are restricted to participants who reported
experiencing the treatments that match their random assignment condition: i.e., Full Cal-Learn
participants who saw a case manager and believed they were subject to financial incentives,
Financial Only participants who did not see a case manager and who believed they were subject
to financial incentives, and so on. Outcomes for these restricted groups are compared to each
other, as upper-bound estimates of what might be possibleif all teens were fully brought into
both treatment components of the Cal-Learn program. Finaly, amultiple logistic regression
estimates the effects of each of the three intervention conditions compared to the No Treatment
group on probabilities of graduating or earning a GED with geographic and demographic
characteristics included as controls.

Analysis of the Cal-Learn teens’ economic outcomes are limited because at this point in the
evaluation, few are old enough to have attained economic self-sufficiency. We compare the four
different research groups of exited Cal-Learn teens, and subsamples defined in other ways, on
measures of employment and welfare receipt.

Evaluation Samples

Asdiscussed earlier in this chapter, teens were randomized continuously into the research groups
between the last quarter of 1994 and June of 1997. For a number of reasons, however, not every
teen who was initially randomized is included in the interim evaluation. Figure 2.3 identifies, for
measures drawn from the county administrative data and the Retrospective Survey, the criteria
used to select the appropriate samples for the interim report.
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Figure 2.3: Criteria for Inclusion of Cal-Learn Teens in the
Interim Evaluation Samples

Indicators drawn from County administrative data files

Included in “first round” Baseline and Monthly Program Participation Files.

Not subsequently identified as registered in error.

At least six months of Cal-Learn participation prior to June 1997
Administrative data do not indicate graduation within six months.
At least six months of exposure prior to loss of AFDC eligibility.
At least six months of exposure prior to moving to non-research county.
Cal-Learn enrollment by January 1997.

Indicators drawn from Retrospective Survey
Included in “first round” Baseline and Monthly Program Participation Files.
Not subsequently identified as registered in error.
At least six months of Cal-Learn participation prior to interview.

Selection of the interim sample was based on the analysis files created by UC DATA for use
both in the evaluation and for public use. These files were created over a period of two years, and
represent a significant paring of the teens from those originally randomized by the counties.” All
cases that have been identified as registered in error at the point of file creation have been
permanently removed from the sample, as have teens who after several months of data
processing were found to be ineligible to participate in the evaluation.

The second group of teens dropped from the interim evaluation consists of teens with fewer than
six months of participation in Cal-Learn as of the end of the county administrative data period.
Because the randomization of teens continued through June of 1997, teens randomized after
January of 1997 cannot have the requisite six months of exposure. Most of these teens, while not
included in the interim evaluation, will be active in Cal-Learn for 6 months by the time of the
final evaluation, and will be included at that time. Other teens with inadequate exposure have
exited Cal-Learn after less than six months and may never return to the Cal-Learn program in
one of the four research counties. Thislatter group includes teens who graduate in the six
months following Cal-L earn enrollment, teens who become a non-custodial parent, teens who
terminate their pregnancy, teens who move to a non-research county or out of state, and teens
who lose eligibility for cash aid or choose to leave cash aid. AsFigure 2.4 illustrates, of the
teens removed from the interim evaluation because of insufficient Cal-Learn exposure, about
44% remained Cal-Learn active in June of 1997, about 4 in 10 were no longer eligible for Cal-
Learn, largely due to loss of cash aid, and the remainder of teens had either moved to a non-
research county or graduated.
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Figure 2.4: Status of Teens With Fewer Than 6 Months of Exposure

by June of 1997
Moved
7%
Active
Graduated (Entered
8% Cal-Learn
after 1/1997)

44%

Ineligible
40%

SOURCE: County administrative data

Figure 2.5 identifies these groups of teensin the full sample and illustrates the overlap between
that sample and the interim evaluation samples. Anayses and comparisons based on the full
interim administrative sample include 3,201 teens; and analyses relying on survey data are based
on the self-report of 1,720 teens. The selection of teens for interim evaluation does not
significantly alter the proportion of teens drawn from the four counties, nor the proportion of
teens which fall into each research group.

The county administrative data are available on a monthly basis for the entire period that a teen
isin Cal-Learn through June of 1997. In contrast, the Retrospective Survey reflectsateen’s
experiences at and prior to asingle point in time. Because of this difference in timing, the
amount of exposure to Cal-Learn that ateen hasislikely to differ between the two sources, as
may the outcomes reported in those data. A teen who, for example, graduates after June of 1997
(as did about 10% of the teens who reported graduating) and who is interviewed after that
graduation will be listed as a graduate in the survey data, but not in the administrative data. A
teen who, alternatively, graduatesin May of 1997, but who was interviewed in January of that
year will be identified as a non-graduate in the survey data, but a graduate in the administrative
data.
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Figure 2.5: Sample Selection for the Interim Evaluation

< All Randomized Research Group Teens >
Interim Evaluation Administrative Sample (n=3,201)
Less than
six months in
Cal-Learn by
the end Interim Evaluation
of the Survey Subsample
administrative (n=1,720)
data period
(June 1997)
E_xited CaI-Lear_n Registered in Error —
with less than six Permanently Removed from the Sample
months exposure

The issue of data source specific sample selection is of particular importance for the interim
evaluation for two reasons:

1) graduations end a teen’ s participation in Cal-Learn, hence graduations in the first six months
serve to remove ateen from the evaluation sample, and;

2) the two sources of information about graduations, a central outcome measure for Cal-Learn,
differ substantialy in rates of graduation reported.

The contrast, validation, and interpretation of graduation data is discussed in depth later. At this
point we note only that various different samples of teens are used in this evaluation. Teens who
reported that they graduated within six months of their Cal-Learn enrollment data are removed
from analyses of the survey data, but if (as often happens) the administrative data do not show
these same teens as graduated then they remain in the sample of data from the administrative
files.
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1. CHARACTERISTICSOF THE EVALUATION SAMPLES

This chapter describes the characteristics of the teens participating in the Cal-Learn evaluation.
Demographic profiles of the teens at their point of entry into Cal-Learn are presented first,
followed by data on their program participation.

Demographic Characteristics

Data on the demographic characteristics of the teens are intended to describe the teens when they
enter Cal-Learn. Most of the items are drawn from administrative records, and reflect the
information about the teen, her aid history, employment history, children, and AFDC case
recorded in county AFDC files, state MEDS data, and EDD employment and earnings records.
In some cases, data for particular items may have been unavailable in the month the teen entered
the Cal-Learn program, and are instead drawn from the closest month for which the data were
available.

One of the principal uses of these ‘baseline’ characteristicsis to test whether teensin any of the
four research groups differ in some systematic way from teens in any of the other groups. As
discussed in Chapter 11, random assignment to groups by Social Security number occurred as
intended and such random assignment usually lead to all the groups being similar. However, it is
possible that differences among the groups in characteristics associated with the outcomes of
interest may occur by chance. We compared the groups in terms of the characteristics of the
teens at the point they entered Cal-Learn in order to confirm that “unhappy randomization” (i.e.,
randomization that led to systematic differences between groups) did not occur. If it had,
evaluators might incorrectly attribute differences in educational or other outcomes to the
experimental treatments that each group received instead of attributing them to the initial
differences among groups.

The research design allows for multiple comparisons among the treatments, alone and in
combination. To simplify the search for characteristics that may differ among the groups, and
hence may require controls, three contrasts were routinely examined and tested for statistically
significant differences. Thefirst contrast compares the teens who were assigned to received case
management services and were subject to the financial incentives (the Full Cal-Learn group) to
teens who were assigned to the group that received neither case management services nor
financial incentives (the No Treatment group). The statistical significance of differences between
those groups is denoted in the tables as Full vs. NT. The second contrast, with significant
differences noted in the column labeled CM vs. No CM, compares teens in both of the groups
who were assigned to receive case management with those teensin the two groups who were not
assigned to case management. The third contrast, whose significant differences are noted in the
Finvs. No Fin column, compares teens in both of the groups subject to financial incentives with
those teens in the two groups who were not subject to those incentives. In addition to the
comparisons of baseline characteristics by research group, profiles of the samples by county may
be found in Appendix F.
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Because the analysesin later chapters report results for both the interim administrative sample
and the subset of that sample for whom survey data are also available, comparisons of
characteristics for both samples are shown. For each set of characteristics, atable showing those
characteristics for the full sample isfollowed by the same table for the survey sample.

Age, Race, and Language

Table 3.1A presents the characteristics of the interim administrative sample by research group.
As the table shows, the average age of a Cal-Learnteen at entry is 17.3 years. Small differences
exist in the age composition of the research groups, but these are neither substantively nor
statistically significant. About two-thirds of the teens entered Cal-Learn when they were either
17 or 18, split roughly equally among these ages, with slightly under a quarter aged 16 at entry.
Slightly more than one in ten were younger still, aged 15 or younger at entry. The maximum age
at entry into the evaluation for sample teensis 18.5, because originaly teenslost eligibility for
Cal-Learn when they turned 19°, and a minimum of 6 months of Cal-Learn participation was felt
necessary to achieve programmeatic impacts.

Table 3.1A: Age, Race and Language
Characteristics at Cal-Learn Entry, Administrative Sample, by Research Group

Ful  CM  Fin
VS Vs Vs

Research Group NT No No
CM Fin
Financial Full Case No
Only Cal-Learn ~ MgmtOnly  Treatment
Age at Entry
Mean 17.3 17.2 17.3 17.3
Less than 15 10.4 114 11.2 11.0
Adge 16 21.8 25.2 25.1 22.1
Aage 17 33.7 314 32.7 31.2
Acge 18 34.3 32.0 35.1 35.6
Race/Ethnicity
White 22.5 21.5 23.1 18.2 *
Hispanic 48.5 48.8 48.6 47.8
Black 24.9 25.7 25.0 29.4 *
Other 4.1 4.0 3.0 4.6
English Language 90.9 90.9 90.6 91.9
Sample Size 816 799 750 836

SOURCE: County administrative data
NOTE: Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** <.01; ** <.05; *<.10.

Some statistically significant differences in race do emerge between the groups. In the aggregate
sample, 48% of the teens are identified as Hispanic, 26% are black, and 21% are white, with the
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remainder forming the residual “other” category. Roughly equal proportions of both Hispanics
and “other” race teens are found in each of the research groups, but teens in the group receiving
neither case management nor financial incentives (the No Treatment group) are slightly more
likely to be black (29%) and dlightly lesslikely to be white (18%) than teens in the other groups.
No differencesin the primary language of the case exists among the research groups, with
English identified as the primary language for 91% of teens' casesin each group.

The subsample of teens who responded to the survey resemble those of the full sample of teens
in the administrative data, at least in terms of demographics, as shown in Table 3.1B. The
average age at entry differs by lessthan aweek in aggregate. The modest differencein the
proportion of teens aged 15 and younger at entry becomes large enough to achieve borderline
statistical significance between case-managed and non-case-managed teens, but the lack of
statistical significance in the continuous age measure and the variation in the distribution of the
other age groups suggests this difference is due to chance variation.

Table 3.1B: Age, Race and Language
Characteristics at Cal-Learn Entry, Survey Sample, by Research Group

Ful  CM  Fin
VS Vs Vs

Research Group NT  No No
CM Fin
Financial Full Case No
Only Cal-Learn  MgmtOnly  Treatment
Age at Entry
Mean 17.3 17.2 17.2 17.3
Less than 15 9.6 12.2 13.8 10.0 o
Age 16 19.1 25.1 20.2 23.7
Age 17 35.8 28.2 34.7 28.8
Age 18 35.5 34.5 31.3 375
Race/Ethnicity
White 24.4 215 24.3 20.0
Hispanic 47.9 48.2 48.6 46.5
Black 24.0 24.8 23.3 28.4
Other 37 5.4 3.7 5.1
English Language 91.1 89.5 90.5 93.1
Sample Size 425 441 412 442

SOURCE: County administrative data
NOTE: Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** <.01; ** <.05; *<.10.

The differences noted in the racial composition of the No Treatment group in the interim

administrative sample are mirrored in the interim survey sample. Slightly higher proportions of
blacks and dlightly lower proportions of whites are found in the No Treatment teens than in the
survey sample as awhole, this group, although these differences are not statistically significant.
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Children and Case Composition

As Table 3.2A shows, about two-thirds of teens enter the Cal-L earn program with one child and
about 5% enter with two or more children. Of those teens with one or more children, the oldest
child istypically just under ayear old, while the youngest child is usually about 8 months old.
Nearly two-thirds of teens had their first child by age 16, with an average age at the birth of their
first child of 16.5 years. Births at younger ages were not uncommon, though, with nearly 10% of
the teens who had given birth by program entry having a child by age 14. At entry, the typical
case containing a Cal-Learn teen has 1 digible adult, and 1.5 eligible children. No statistically
significant differences exist among the research groups on any of these characteristics.

Table 3.2A: Child and Case Composition
Characteristics at Cal-Learn Entry, Administrative Sample, by Research Group

Ful  CM  Fin

S S S

Research Group NT No No
CM  Fin

Financial Full Case No
Only Cal-Learn  MgmtOnly  Treatment

Children at Entry

Mean 0.79 0.76 0.75 0.75
No Children 27.2 29.9 30.0 30.6
One Child 67.0 64.2 65.1 64.0
Two Children 53 5.6 45 4.8
Three or More 0.5 0.3 0.4 0.6
Teen’s Age at Birth of
First Child 16.5 16.4 16.5 16.5
Younaest Child 16.6 16.6 16.6 16.6
Age of Oldest Child 0.9 0.9 0.8 0.9
Case Composition
Federal Adults 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Federal Children 15 15 15 15
Sample Size 816 799 750 836

SOURCE: County administrative data
NOTE: Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** <.01; ** <.05; *<.10.

As with the characteristics discussed earlier, teensin the interim survey sample mirror those in
the administrative sample, and no significant differences emerge among the research groups for
any of these measures. Profiles for these teens are shown in Table 3.2B.
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Table 3.2B: Child and Case Composition
Characteristics at Cal-Learn Entry, Survey Sample, by Research Group

Ful  CM  Fin
S S S
Research Group NT No No

CM Fin

Financial Full Case No
Only Cal-Learn  MgmtOnly  Treatment

Children at Entry

Mean 0.74 0.73 0.75 0.74
No Children 29.8 30.8 27.6 31.1
One Child 65.6 64.8 67.7 65.0
Two Children 4.3 4.2 4.2 3.4
Three or More 0.2 0.2 0.5 0.4
Teen’s Age at Birth
First Child 16.6 16.5 16.5 16.5
Youngest Child 16.7 16.6 16.6 16.6
Age of Oldest Child 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.9
Case Composition
Federal Adults 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Federal Children 14 14 1.6 15
Sample Size 425 441 412 442

SOURCE: County administrative data
NOTE: Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** <.01; ** <.05; *<.10.

Basisfor Aid, Aid History, and Employment History

Table 3.3A indicates that the basis for cash aid for 9 in 10 sample teens was as a member of an
AFDC-FG (Family Group) case, with the remainder eligible under UP (Unemployed Parent)
cases. A history of cash aid was common for these teens¥. on average teensreceived cash aid in
slightly more than 18 out of the last 36 months, and about 6.5 of the last 12 months. The
assistance history data provide a monthly history of aid which extends back to January of 1987,
it suggests that 30% of Cal-Learn teens first went on cash aid during the 3 years prior to their
entry to Cal-Learn, while the remaining 70% had been on assistance more than three years before
entering Cal-Learn. Twenty percent of teens are new to cash aid in the 12 months preceding
their entry into Cal-Learn. The earnings and employment data, which are valid only for teens
age 16 years or older, indicate that many Cal-L earn teens have some experience in Ul-covered
employment, with 16% of those with valid data showing earnings at some point prior to Cal-
Learn entry.
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Table 3.3A: Basis of Aid, Aid History, and Employment History
Characteristics at Cal-Learn Entry, Administrative Sample, by Research Group

Ful  CM  Fin
VS Vs Vs

Research Group NT No No
CM Fin
Financial Full Case No
Only Cal-Learn  MgmtOnly  Treatment
Months on Cash Aid
In last 36 months 17.6 19.1 18.7 18.3 *
In Last 12 Months 6.3 6.8 6.7 6.4 %
Percent New to Aid
In Last 36 Months 31.9 27.9 27.3 324 % ok
In Last 12 Months 22.4 18.5 16.9 21.4 ok
Aid Code at Entry
Family Group 88.9 90.6 87.7 89.4
Unemployed Parent 11.1 9.4 12.3 10.6
Employed in Prior Yr 13.8 16.0 17.4 16.9
Sample Size 816 799 750 836

SOURCE: County administrative data and Assistance History and Wage Data
NOTE: Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** <.01; ** <.05; *<.10.

No significant differences by research group are apparent for either employment history or basis
for aid at entry. Small but statistically significant differencesin prior aid do appear between the
case managed groups and those not assigned case management. In the 36 months prior to Cal-
Learn entry, teens with case management received cash aid, on average, about one month more
than non-case-managed teens (19 months vs. 18 months), and averaged about a third of a month
more cash aid in the 12 months prior to Cal-Learn entry. Case managed teens were also less
likely to be new to aid. Slightly more than 27% had no history of cash aid until the 3 years
before Cal-Learn entry, and only 17% were new to aid in the previous year, versus 32% and 22%
for the non-case-managed teens. Results for the interim survey sample parallel those for the
administrative sample, with no significant differences evident except in terms of aid history, with
dlightly higher levels of prior cash aid among teens in the case-managed groups (See Table
3.3B).
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Table 3.3B: Basis of Aid, Aid History, and Employment History
Characteristics at Cal-Learn Entry, Survey Sample, by Research Group

Ful CM  Fin
Vs Vs Vs

Research Group NT No No
CM Fin
Financial Full Case No
Only Cal-Learn  MgmtOnly  Treatment
Months on Cash Aid
In last 36 months 16.6 19.1 17.2 18.0
In Last 12 Months 6.1 6.7 6.3 6.3
Percent New to Aid
In Last 36 Months 31.9 27.9 27.3 324 ok **
In Last 12 Months 224 185 16.9 21.4 ok ok
Aid Code at Entry
Family Group 87.2 90.6 85.9 88.2
Unemployed Parent 12.8 9.4 14.1 11.8
Employed in Prior Yr 144 149 16.2 16.3
Sample Size 425 441 412 442

SOURCE: County administrative data and Assistance History and Wage Data
NOTE: Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** <.01; ** <.05; *<.10.

Patter ns of Program Participation

Randomization of teens into the four Cal-Learn research groups began in San Bernardino in
November of 1994. In the next year, randomization of teens was initiated in the remaining
three research counties: in August for Alameda, in September for San Joaquin, and in
December for Los Angeles. Given the different implementation dates for randomization in
the research counties, there were differences in the pace of enrollment by county: in San
Bernardino, nearly half of study participants had been randomized by the end of 1995, while
in San Joaquin 45% had been randomized by that date, in Alameda about 13% had been
randomized, and in Los Angeles fewer than 1% of study participants had been randomized
(See Table 3.4A).*
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Table 3.4A: Timing of Cal-Learn Entry for Research Groups Teens (Full Sample)

County
Los San San
Alameda Angeles Bernardino Joaquin
Quarter of Entry
1994: Otr 4 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0
1995: Otr 1 0.0 0.0 5.6 0.0
:0tr2 0.0 0.0 20.7 0.0
(0tr3 3.7 0.0 37.2 9.0
:0tr 4 13.1 0.6 475 46.0
1996: Otr 1 22.3 21.3 57.3 57.4
:0tr2 42.4 39.7 57.3 57.4
(0tr3 61.8 57.3 70.2 74.0
:0tr 4 71.7 75.9 81.9 85.4
1997: Otr 1 90.1 88.3 93.8 95.1
:0tr2 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Sample Size 573 1389 2242 422

SOURCE: County administrative data
NOTE: Figures in this table are based on the Cal-Learn sample prior to the exclusion of teens with
fewer than 6 months of Cal-Learn participation.

Although the timing of entry into Cal-Learn differed by county, and¥to some
degree¥4 by research group within individual counties, overall these variations do not
create significant differences between research groups in the average length of timein
Cal-Learn or inthetiming of clients' exits from the program. As Table 3.4B indicates,
29% of the research group teens were enrolled by the end of 1995; another 51% were
enrolled in 1996, and the remainder had been randomized by the end of June 1997.
Teens assigned to the groups receiving case management were slightly more likely to
have been enrolled by the end of 1995: 30% of teens in those groups had been
randomized by that point versus 28% of non-case-managed teens.
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Table 3.4B: Timing of Cal-Learn Entry for Research Groups Teens (Full Sample)

Research Group

Financial Full Case No

Only Cal-Learn  MgmtOnly  Treatment

Quarter of Entry

1994: Otr 4 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.7
1995: Otr 1 2.7 2.8 2.6 2.9
:0tr2 6.5 13.1 11.6 9.0
:0tr3 19.4 19.6 19.3 19.1
:Otr4 27.6 29.7 31.0 28.0
1996: Otr 1 39.2 43.9 43.1 42.5
:0tr2 48.4 514 504 50.7
:0tr3 63.3 65.6 66.5 67.4
:Otr4 81.6 715 78.2 82.6
1997: Otr 1 94.4 89.8 91.3 92.0
:0tr2 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Sample Size 1145 1208 1130 1143

SOURCE: County administrative data
NOTE: Figures in this table are based on the Cal-Learn sample prior to the exclusion of teens
with fewer than 6 months of Cal-Learn participation.

By the end of June 1997, dlightly more than half of all teens who had been randomized
into the study sample were no longer enrolled in Cal-Learn. Teens may exit from the Cal-
Learn program for a number of reasons. Ideally, if teens remained continuously on cash
aid and resided throughout the period in the research counties, teens would exit Cal-Learn
only if they graduated or ‘aged out’. In fact, however, many teens do lose eligibility for
Cal-Learn or move to a county in which their participation and progressin Cal-Learn
cannot be tracked: of those who had exited by June of 1997, slightly more than half were
lost to the study for these latter reasons.

Aswith the timing of entry into Cal-Learn, modest differences in the percent of teens still
active in June 1997 exist between the research groups, ranging from 45% among the Case
Management Only group to 49% among the No Treatment group. Among the teens who
were no longer active, 11% had exited by the end of 1995 and 66% had exited by the end
of 1996. Excluding the teens with fewer than 6 months of Cal-Learn exposure, teensin
the study averaged 11 months of active Cal-Learn participation by the end of the data
collection for thisinterim report. Teensin the Financial Only and Case Management Only
groups averaged about three weeks more exposure than teensin the Full Cal-Learn and No
Treatment groups.
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PART TWO
CAL-LEARN PROGRAM COMPONENTSAND OPERATIONS
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IV. CAL-LEARN PROCESSEVALUATION

In this chapter we provide the executive summary and policy recommendations from our
separate Cal-Learn process evaluation report, |mplementation of California’s Cal-Learn
Demonstration Project: A Process Evaluation, UC DATA, April 1998. Thisreport coversthe
period between July 1996 and December 1997, and it provides an analysis of the operational
challenges the county agencies encountered following the initial start-up period. An earlier
report, covering the initial planning and implementation of the program, provides a chronol ogical
account of the program’ s implementation in the four demonstration counties and at the state level
from June 1993 through June 1996 (Implementation of California’s Cal-Learn Demonstration
Project: A Process Evaluation, Program Planning and | mplementation from June 1993 through
June 1996, UC DATA, April 1997).

This chapter describes key implementation issues and themes identified during the 1996-1997
process study period that bear on our interpretation of the interim outcome results. These issues
and themes include the following: interagency coordination, client identification and declining
caseloads, application of the main program components, and role of schools. It isimportant to
note that data collection for the implementation study was limited to the four evaluation counties.
Thus, the context for the implementation data at the county level isa Cal-Learn program that
operated on four different models, requiring participants to be handled both administratively and
personally in one of four different ways. For example, not only isidentification of Cal-Learn
eligibles an issue for these counties, but correctly maintaining their randomized research status
and treating them accordingly was also an issue.

| mplementation I ssues

Interagency Coordination

In California, welfare programs are administered at the county level. While state-level health,
education and welfare agencies work together to establish Cal-Learn program regulations and
guidelines, local welfare departments and AFLP agencies carry the operational responsibilities
for the program.

Cal-Learn isacomplicated program for counties to operate. AFDC, GAIN, AFLP case
management agencies, and schools each have separate yet interconnected functionsin the
operation of the program. Creating the interagency linkages and internal agency capacities for
operating the program was difficult. The procedures for sharing information between agencies
were hampered by multiple and incompatible computer information systems. Each agency's data
systemisunique. System useisgenerally restricted to internal staff for practical reasons as well
asto protect the clients confidentiality. Since thefirst report, we found that coordination issues
have improved modestly between AFL Ps and the schools, and had stabilized between GAIN and
AFLP. Improvementsin communications between AFDC and GAIN, and in the process of
referring clients from AFDC to Cal-Learn, have been slowed by systemic changes within AFDC
which have diverted staff attention from the Cal-Learn program.
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Client Identification and Declining Casel oads

Since the start of the program, identifying all of the Cal-Learn eligible teens has proved to be one
of Cal-Learn’s most significant and enduring problems. Since peaking in the spring of 1996, the
statewide Cal-L earn caseload has been declining steadily. This has created difficulties for AFLP
agencies who, having geared up for dramatic casel oad increases just two years earlier,
unexpectedly faced downsizing issuesin 1997. External factors contributing to the declinein the
Cal-Learn caseload include the declining teen birth rate and a substantial drop in AFDC
caseloads. These declines, however, do not fully account for the drop in the Cal-Learn casel oad.
Obstaclesinternal to the operation of the program include: alack of referral codes in the welfare
administrative databases; insufficient knowledge among AFDC staff about Cal-Learn; special
problems finding nested teens; and maintaining a teen’s enrollment in the program after she
opens her own case or otherwise cycles off and on aid. Welfare reform and systemic changesin
AFDC have compounded the difficulties of finding and referring Cal-Learn éligible teens. To
compensate for shortcomingsin AFDC’ s ability to identify and refer all Cal-Learn eligible teens,
AFLP agencies have expanded their outreach activities, and some GAIN programs have
undertaken additional proceduresto try to find Cal-Learn eligible cases.

Bonuses and Sanctions

Cal-Learn employs financia incentives to motivate teens to complete high school. Thereis
evidence from case manager interviews and the telephone survey of teensthat clients are
confused about whether they are subject to Cal-Learn sanctions. Confusion is understandable
given the unavoidable delays in deducting sanctions, and the fact that sanctions are incorporated
into basic grant cal culations which have twice undergone changes during this report period.
Generaly, there is no confusion about Cal-Learn bonuses as these are issued as separate checks
soon after the client turnsin areport card.

Defining the due date for report cards and interpreting school performance for bonus and
sanction purposes proved to be difficult because Cal-L earn teens attend a wide variety of
programs with an equally vast assortment of marking periods and evaluation systems. In all
counties, students enrolled in non-traditional programs sometimes receive credits for work
completed rather than letter grades. The AFLP agencies developed simplified report card forms
for use in school programs that did not issue traditional report cards. These forms continued to
be used and introduced in new school programs throughout the course of this reporting period.

Supportive Services

The Cal-Learn program offers financial support for child care, transportation, and ancillary
expenses related to school attendance. CDSS data indicate that only about 9% of Cal-Learn
teens statewide utilize child care funding. There are many reasons for this, including teens
preference for having family or friends take care of their children, the availability of on-site care
in some schools, a shortage of infant care slots in some communities, and frustration with the
bureaucratic process for receiving the funds. More teens, about 17% statewide, accessed Cal-
Learn transportation funding. Bus passes and single ride bus tickets account for the majority of
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expenditures of transportation funds. Few Cal-Learn teens (1-3%) took advantage of funding to
pay for ancillary expenses such as books and supplies, and testing fees for GED exams.

Case Management

Within the AFL P case management model there are a wide range of service delivery styles, and
case managers perform avast array of activities. What holds the model together is the shared
emphasis on the overall health and well-being of teen parents, the standard caseload limit of forty
clients per case manager, and the mandated use of the Lodestar forms, which serve to focus and
orient the case management process toward common Cal-Learn/AFLP goals. Maintaining the
integrity of the AFLP case management model in the face of the changes prescribed by Cal-
Learn was a challenge for most agencies. Expansion issues, the program’s new affiliation with
county welfare departments, and a significant number of time-consuming tasks required of case
managers put a strain on the traditional AFLP model because these additional activities |eft case
managers with less time to focus on psychosocial, health and infant care issues. In addition, the
training and education level of case managers changed in many agencies from nurses and MSW
level social workersto BA-level case managers.

Of the four research counties, the AFLP agencies in San Bernardino and San Joaquin were
operated by county health departments, and their case managers put relatively greater emphasis
on health care issues than did the case managers in the other two counties. The AFLP agencies
in Los Angeles and Alameda counties are operated by private non-profit agencies. There, the
case managers tend to hold degrees in psychology or social work, and to be relatively younger
and less experienced. The case managers in these two counties are more likely to have come
from backgrounds similar to their clients', and they tend to be ethnically matched to their clients.

School programs for pregnant and parenting teens sometimes provide case management, or
similar kinds of servicesto students. For example, some school-based health clinics, such as
those funded through the Healthy Start program, provide comprehensive services, including case
management similar to that available through Cal-Learn. However, these programs are rare and
generally available only to teens who attend school. Teens who have dropped out are believed to
have far less access to case management services than teens still in schooal.

Schools

Cal-Learn encourages teen parents to complete high school, assuming that a high school diploma
will allow them to compete in the job market and avoid welfare dependency as adults. Thereis
concern, however, that many Cal-L earn teens are not being adequately prepared for either
continuing education or the workplace. Upon visiting the schools that some Cal-L earn teens
attend, we found that schools struggle to serve the often complex educational and psychosocial
needs of Cal-Learn students. Consistent with national data and the literature on teen parents,
Cal-Learn case managers and school staff reported to us that many of the teens in the program
were school dropouts before they became pregnant, and many have very low academic skills.
Moreover, teens often have to choose between comprehensive schools and alternative programs:
the latter offer more in the way of flexibility and supportive services, but are generally
considered academically less rigorous.
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Relationships between the schools and the Cal-Learn program vary considerably from school to
school, and even among staff within the same school. Some of the aternative school programs
reported good relationships with Cal-L earn case managers, utilizing their servicesto facilitate
student support groups and using them to help keep at-risk studentsin school. For the most part,
however, schools are unaware of Cal-Learn and do not know which of their students arein the
program. Even among the alternative school programs, where pregnant and parenting students
tend to congregate, Cal-Learn teens constitute a minority of students. Teachers are apt to find
out a student’ s Cal-L earn status only when a Cal-L earn student tells the teacher, or asks that
teachersfill out special attendance, enrollment or report card forms.

Chapter Summary: Cal-Learn Process Evaluation

Despite the many challenges discussed in this chapter, many more teen parents on welfare in
California now have access to the services of a case manager who is knowledgeable about their
needs and concerns and who can counsel and assist them to obtain needed services. Cal-Learn
teens also have a guarantee of funding for their transportation and child care needs while
attending school. Finally, there are now financial incentives to encourage teens to make
satisfactory progress in school, and to graduate or earn a GED while in the program.

Policy recommendations include the following:

The Cal-Learn experience suggests that program operations would benefit from better
integration of the roles of different departments within county welfare offices and
between county welfare and case management agencies.

Programs like Cal-Learn should identify meaningful fiscal incentives, begin them soon
after enrollment, and tie them more closely in time to actual school performance.
Whereas reinforcement may be a necessary condition for behavior change, learning
theorists long ago recognized that behavior change is more likely the greater the quantity
and quality of the reinforcer, and the more immediate the reinforcement following
behavior.

If intensive case management is to help Cal-Learn teens with the array of problems they
face as teen parents, then strengthening the ability of AFLP agenciesto serve Cal-Learn
clients may be needed. The Cal-Learn program placed additional responsibilities on case
managers without reducing their client casel oads.

Improving the links between schools and Cal-L earn agencies, and enhancing the ability
of schools to meet the needs of pregnant and parenting teens, may improve educational
outcomes for teen parents on welfare. Strengthen the connection between the case
managers and the schools; and improve the services provided by schools to pregnant
teens and teen parents.
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V. CAL-LEARN FINANCIAL INCENTIVES: APPLICATION AND EXPERIENCES
Introduction

This chapter examines the application of Cal-Learn’'s financial incentives and the teens
experiences with and evaluation of those incentives. Both administrative and survey data are
used to identify the proportion of teens who experienced sanctions and bonuses. The survey data
are then used to assess the teens' knowledge and understanding of three aspects of the financial
incentives:

1) their understanding of their eligibility for and receipt of bonuses and sanctions

2) their opinions of the fairness of bonuses and sanctions

3) their evaluation of the effectiveness of bonuses and sanctions

Teens assigned to either of the two financial incentives groups are eligible for three types of
financial incentives:

Sanction

A $100 sanction results from a participant failing to demonstrate adequate progress without
agood reason, either by failing to provide areport card or based on report card grades.
Adequate progress is defined as a grade point average of at least 1.0 (aD average). The
sanction is applied to the family's aid and may not exceed $50 in a single month.

A $50 sanction results from a participant turning in areport card late without a good reason
for being late despite the fact that the report card showed adequate progress. A $50
sanction also results from turning in areport card late without a good reason for being late
but with a good reason for unsatisfactory progress.

Progress Bonus

A $100 bonusis provided to the family up to four times ayear if the participant maintains
satisfactory progress. Satisfactory progressis defined as a grade point average of 2.0 (aC
average) or better.

Graduation Bonus
Cal-Learn participants receive a one-time $500 bonus for high school graduation or
equivalent.” The bonusis paid to the teen parent.

A Cal-Learn participant is not eligible for either bonuses or sanctions during her first 90 daysin
Cal-Learn and during months when her school is not in session. Teens who have a grade point
average between 1.0 and 2.0 receive neither a bonus nor a sanction for that report card period.

There are two sources of data on receipt of financial incentives. Thefirst sourceisthe
administrative data from the AFDC and GAIN files which record budget item payments and
deductions made to participants cases. A second source is the Retrospective Survey in which
surveyed teens are asked to report their eligibility for and receipt of bonuses and sanctions.
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Administrative Recor ds of Bonuses and Sanctions

Administrative data on the imposition of bonuses and sanctions are drawn from AFDC and
GAIN records. Thereceipt of bonusesisidentified from warrant payments in the month they are
issued. Sanctions are based upon prospective budget items intended to reflect the amount of and
reason for the sanction. There may be a substantial lag between the month in which ateen incurs
asanction and the month it isimposed. These lags cannot be precisely measured in the
administrative data because there is no reliable and consistent method of linking the month a
sanction isimposed and the month in which it was incurred.

Currently, the administrative data cover the period starting with each teen's enrollment and
ending with her exit from Cal-Learn or June 1997, whichever comes first. Any bonuses or
sanctions imposed after June 1997 are not yet available in the administrative data. Table 5.1
shows the overall bonus and sanction rates from the administrative data as of June 1997 for the
1,615 teensin the Financial Only and Full Cal-Learn groups included in the administrative
sample. About 55% of teensin both the Financial Only and Full Cal-Learn groups experienced
some form of financial incentive by the end of the administrative data period. However, the
likelihood of experiencing a bonus versus a sanction differed by research group.

Table 5.1: Percent of Teens Receiving Bonuses and Sanctions
in Administrative Data

Research Group

Administrative Data Full Financial .
Cal-Learn Only Difference

Teens in Financial Groups
with records of:

Any Bonus or Sanction 55.8 54.0 1.8
Any Bonus 338 24.6 9.2k
Progress Bonus 30.2 21.9 8.3+
Graduation Bonus 7.3 5.3 2.0
Sanction 30.3 36.0 -5, 7%
Sample Size 799 816

SOURCE: County administrative data
NOTE: Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** <.01; ** <.05; * <.10.
For categorical variables, significance levels are based on chi-square tests.

Teens who were eligible for both financial incentives and case management were significantly
more likely to receive some form of bonus than teens who were eligible for financial incentives
only. Nearly 34% of Full Cal-Learn teens received some form of bonus while less than 25% of
Financial Only teens ever received abonus. The difference between the two research groups was
statistically significant at the .01 level. Both progress bonuses and graduation bonuses were
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more common among Full Cal-Learn teens than among Financial Only teens. Over 30% of the
case managed teens received a progress bonus compared to only 22% of the teens who were
eligible for only financial incentives. The Full Cal-Learn teens were also more likely to receive
a graduation bonus (7%) than teens who received only financial incentives (5%), although the
difference was significant only at the .10 level.

Conversely, teensin the Financial Only group were significantly more likely to receive a
sanction than teensin the Full Cal-Learn group. Approximately 36% of the Financial Only teens
received a sanction by June 1997 compared to only 30% of teens who were also case managed.

Some teens received a mixture of bonuses and sanctions. Of the Financial Only teens who
received at least one progress bonus, 29% also received at least one sanction. A similar
proportion of Full Cal-Learn teens who received a progress bonus also received a sanction
(26%). However, only 17% of sanctioned Financial Only teens ever received a progress bonus
while 26% of sanctioned Full Cal-Learn teens received a progress bonus.

In sum, teens subject to both case management and financial incentives received more rewards
and fewer penalties than teens without case management. Full Cal-Learn teens were
significantly more likely to receive a bonus than their counterpartsin the Financial Only group
and they were significantly less likely to receive a sanction. In addition, Full Cal-Learn teens
were more likely to receive a bonus than a sanction while teens in the Financial Only group were
more likely to receive a sanction than a bonus.

Survey Recor ds of Bonus and Sanction Rates

In addition to the information from administrative sources on actual receipt of bonuses and
sanctions, we also have the teens' self-report of receipt of financia incentives from the
Retrospective Survey. The survey results reported below are derived from the 1,720 teens
interviewed by June 1998.° Since the surveys were conducted from April 1996 to June 1998, the
time period covered by the survey for each teen will vary. In contrast, the administrative data
cover each teen's experience from her Cal-Learn enrollment until June 1997 or her exit from Cal-
Learn, whichever comesfirst. For teensinterviewed after their exit from Cal-Learn or the end of
the administrative datain June 1997, the Retrospective Survey will cover a period of time longer
than the administrative data. For teens interviewed prior to their exit or June 1997, the survey
datawill cover a shorter time period. Asaresult, for most teens the survey data do not describe
the same time period as the administrative data. Despite these differences, results from the
survey support and reinforce the findings based on administrative data.

It is also important to note that while a graduation bonus would probably have been very
apparent to a teen because the check was made out for exactly $500 and paid directly to the teen,
the progress bonuses and sanctions may have been less obvious. These incentives would
typically be applied several months after the report card that triggered the event and they were
applied to the family’ s grant as a separate bonus check or a deduction. Los Angeles, for
example, only started applying sanctionsin July 1995, and at that point imposed retroactively
sanctions earned more than ayear earlier. In addition, welfare grant levelsin all counties
fluctuated for avariety of reasons during the period of the study; as aresult, a fluctuation due to
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a proggess bonus or sanction may have been indistinguishable from other changesin grant
levels.

Table 5.2 contains data on the receipt of financial incentives reported in the survey for the 866
teens randomized into the Full Cal-Learn and Financial Only groups. On average, 54% of teens
in the two financial incentives groups reported receiving some form of financial incentive by
their first interview.®

Table 5.2: Percent of Teens Reporting the Receipt
of Bonuses and Sanctions
Research Group
Full Financial
Self-Report Cal-Learn Only Difference
Teens in Financial Groups
Reporting Receipt of:
Any Bonus or Sanction 56.9 50.4 6.5**
Any Bonus 39.9 315 8.4+
Progress Bonus 36.8 28.0 8.8+
Graduation Bonus 8.6 8.7 0.1
Sanction 24.7 26.1 -1.4
Sample Size 441 425
SOURCE: Retrospective Survey
NOTE: Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** <.01; ** <.05; * <.10.
For categorical variables, significance levels are based on chi-square tests.

Teensin the Financial Only group were only slightly more likely to report receiving a sanction
(26%) than teensin the Full Cal-Learn group (25%).° Between-group differences in bonuses
from the survey data mimic more closely the pattern found in the administrative data with 40%
of Full Cal-Learn teens, but only 32% of Financial Only teens, reporting abonus. This
difference in overall bonus rates was statistically significant at the .01 level. Teenswho were
eligible for case management were also significantly more likely to report a progress bonus
(37%) than teens who were not eligible to receive case management (28%). Unlike the
administrative data however, there were no differences in reported graduation bonuses.

In sum, despite differences in the sample and sample period, the results from the Retrospective
Survey confirm the findings from the administrative data. Teensin the Full Cal-Learn group,
who were eligible for both case management and financial incentives, were more likely to
receive a bonus than teens in the Financial Only group. These same case managed teens were
also less likely to receive a sanction than teens who were only subject to financial incentives.
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Self-Report of Eligibility for Financial I ncentives

Although they are randomized into one of the four research groups, not all teens fully understand
their eligibility for financial incentives or case management. Thisis particularly true for
financial incentives. As noted in the previous section, it is clear that not al teensin the Full Cal-
Learn and Financial Only research groups realize that they are subject to bonuses and sanctions
based on school performance. In this section, we explore which teens fail to recognize their
eligibility and why.

To assess the teens' understanding of their eligibility for financial incentives, surveyed teens
were asked the following questions:

So far as you know, are you (have you ever been) in the Cal-Learn Program?

Teens who responded in the affirmative, were then asked the following four questions regarding
their understanding of their éigibility for financial incentives:

So far as you know, can (could) you or your family get a Cal-Learn bonus of $100 for
getting a good report card or progress report?

So far as you know, can (could) you or your family get a Cal-Learn bonus of $500 if you
graduate (graduated) from high school or get (got) a GED?

So far as you know, can (could) you or your family have a Cal-Learn sanction of $50
taken out of two AFDC checks if you do (did) not turn in areport card or progress report?

So far as you know, can (could) you or your family have a sanction of $50 taken out of
two AFDC checks for afailing report card or progress report, or for each report card
period you are (were) out of school?

Of teens randomly assigned to the two financial incentives groups, approximately 79% reported
that they were eligible for at least one type of bonus or sanction. There was large variability in
understanding across the two financial incentives groups. Nearly 87% of Full Cal-Learn teens
reported that they were subject to some form of financial incentive compared to 71% of the
Financial Only teens.

Teens failed to recognize their eligibility for financial incentives either because they did not
realize they were in Cal-Learn or because they felt they could not receive bonuses or sanctions
based on school performance. Of Full Cal-Learn teens, only 5% did not realize they were in Cal-
Learn while 8% knew they were in Cal-Learn, but did not believe they could receive any
bonuses or sanctions. The corresponding percentages for the Financial Only teens are 19% and
10%. Teenswho received case management in addition to financial incentives were more likely
to recognize both their participation in Cal-Learn and their eligibility for financial incentives.

In addition to differencesin teens self-reported eligibility across research groups, there are also
differences by type of financial incentive. Teensin both financial incentives groups were more
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likely to realize their igibility for bonuses than for sanctions. Only 65% of these teens knew
they were eligible for sanctions, but 68% realized they were eligible for progress bonuses and
72% for graduation bonuses. Teens were less likely to recognize their éigibility for sanctions
partly because the impact of sanctions relative to bonuses is muted for the reasons discussed
earlier in this chapter.

To summarize, while understanding of financial incentives was relatively high in both financial
incentives groups, teens who also had case managers were more likely to understand their
eligibility for financial incentivesin general. They were also more likely to realize their
eligibility for each incentive type than teens who were subject only to financial incentives.

Assessment of the Fairness and Effectiveness of Financial | ncentives

All 1,720 teens surveyed were asked to assess both the fairness and effectiveness of financia
incentives, regardless of whether they were randomized into a financial incentives group and
regardless of whether they realized that they were in Cal-Learn and subject to financial
incentives.

Bonuses

Teens were first asked whether they felt each type of bonus and sanction was fair or not. Then
the teens were asked to rank the effectiveness of bonuses and sanctions separately. The
guestions regarding bonuses were as follows:

Some teensin Cal-Learn can get a Cal-Learn bonus of $100 for each good report card.
Do you think thisis basically fair or not fair?

Some teensin Cal-Learn can get a Cal-Learn bonus of $500 for graduating from high
school. Do you think thisis basically fair or not fair?

How useful do you think giving them money for good grades or graduating from high
school isin helping teens to stay in school? Would you say it is: very useful, somewhat
useful, not too useful or it doesn't make any difference?

Over 90% of all teens who responded to the survey felt that both the progress bonus and the
graduation bonus were fair. Support for the fairness of bonuses was high across all four
randomized research groups with averages across groups ranging from alow of 82% for Case
Management Only teensto a high of 96% for Full Cal-Learn teens.

Table 5.3 shows that teens randomized into one of the two financial incentives groups were more
likely to fedl that bonuses were fair than teens in non-financial incentives groups. On average,
approximately 95% of teensin the two financial incentives groups felt that the bonuses were fair
compared to only about 87% of the non-financial incentives groups (see Table 5.4). This
difference in reported fairness was statistically significant at the .01 level.

The results for the effectiveness of bonuses are similar. Overall, 85% of surveyed teens ranked
bonuses as “Very Useful” or “Somewhat Useful”. While support for the effectiveness of
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bonuses was strong across all four randomized research groups, teens who were eligible for
bonuses were significantly more likely to feel that bonuses were effective with 60% reporting
that bonuses were “Very Useful” versus only 55% of the ineligible teens.

In rating both the fairness and effectiveness of bonuses, the Full Cal-Learn group was most likely
to believe that bonuses were fair and also most likely to feel that they were effective.

Table 5.3: Teens’ Evaluation of the Fairness and Effectiveness of Bonuses by Research Group

Research Group

Self-Report Financial Full Case Mgmt No Al
Only Cal-Learn Only Treatment
Fairness of Bonuses
Progress Bonus Fair 93.7 93.8 84.0 88.8 90.2
Graduation Bonus Fair 95.1 95.7 81.8 90.7 91.0

Effectiveness of Bonuses

Very Useful 57.4 62.3 525 56.6 57.3
Somewhat Useful 27.8 23.2 31.6 26.5 27.2
Not Too Useful 15 1.9 2.0 1.9 1.8
No Difference 13.3 12.6 13.9 15.1 13.7
Sample Size 413 422 396 431 1662

SOURCE: Retrospective Survey
NOTE: Regarding the fairness and effectiveness of bonuses, 58 of the 1,720 surveyed teens either refused to answer or responded
that they did not know.
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Table 5.4: Teens’ Evaluation of the Fairness and Effectiveness of Bonuses

Research Group

Full No
Self-Report Cal-Learn Treatment Difference
Fairness of Bonuses
Progress Bonus Fair 93.8 88.8 5.0%**
Graduation Bonus Fair 95.7 90.7 5.0x*x
Effectiveness of Bonuses
Very Useful 62.3 56.6
Somewhat Useful 23.2 26.5 *
Not Too Useful 1.9 1.9
No Difference 12.6 15.1

Treatment Condition
Case No Case

Self-Report Mgmt Mgmt Difference
Fairness of Bonuses
Progress Bonus Fair 89.1 91.2 2.1
Graduation Bonus Fair 89.0 92.9 -3.9%**
Effectiveness of Bonuses
Very Useful 57.6 57.0
Somewhat Useful 27.3 27.1
Not Too Useful 2.0 1.7
No Difference 13.2 14.2

Treatment Condition

Self-Report Financial No
Incentives Incentives Difference
Fairness of Bonuses
Progress Bonus Fair 93.8 86.5 7.3%**
Graduation Bonus Fair 95.4 86.5 8.g%

Effectiveness of Bonuses

Very Useful 59.9 54.7

Somewhat Useful 25.5 28.9 **
Not Too Useful 1.7 1.9
No Difference 12.9 145

SOURCE: Retrospective Survey

NOTE: Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** <.01; ** <.05; * <.10. For categorical variables, significance levels
are based on chi-square tests. Significance levels for ordered data are based on mean ranks tests. The Case Management
Treatment Condition consists of both the Full Cal-Learn and the Case Management Only research groups. The Financial
Incentives Treatment Condition consists of both the Full Cal-Learn and the Financial Only research groups.
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Sanctions

Teens were also asked asimilar set of questions regarding the fairness and effectiveness of
sanctions:

In Cal-Learn, some teens can have a Cal-Learn sanction of $50 taken out of two AFDC
checks for each failing report card. How do you feel about this? Do you think it is
basically fair or not fair?

In Cal-Learn, some teens can have a Cal-Learn sanction of $50 taken out of two AFDC
checks for each report card period they are out of school. How do you feel about this?
Do you think it is basically fair or not fair?

How useful do you think taking money out of their AFDC checksif they arefailing or if
they drop out of school isin helping teensto stay in school? Would you say itis: very
useful, somewhat useful, not too useful or it doesn't make any difference?

The results for sanctions were qualitatively similar to the results for bonuses. Most teens felt that
sanctions were fair and effective, but with less of a mgjority than for bonuses. Approximately
60% of surveyed teens found sanctions to be fair; a similar percentage found them effective.

Table 5.5 shows that a majority of teensin each research group felt that each type of sanction
was fair. The strongest support for sanctions was found among teens subject to financial
incentives, where 63% felt that the sanctions were fair relative to only 56% of the non-financial
incentives groups (see Table 5.6). Differencesin support for each sanction were statistically
significant.

Table 5.5: Teens’ Evaluation of the Fairness and Effectiveness of Sanctions by Research Group
Research Group
Financial Full Case Mgmt No All
Self-Report Only Cal-Learn Only Treatment
Fairness of Sanctions
Failing Report Card Fair 50.1 66.3 54.6 554 58.9
Out of School Fair 60.1 66.0 56.6 57.2 60.0
Effectiveness of Sanctions
Very Useful 30.0 304 27.6 26.7 28.7
Somewhat Useful 31.2 36.6 36.7 34.9 34.8
Not Too Useful 22.5 19.2 20.5 21.9 21.0
No Difference 16.2 13.8 15.2 16.5 15.4
Sample Size 413 421 395 430 1659
SOURCE: Retrospective Survey
NOTE: Regarding the fairness and effectiveness of bonuses, 61 of the 1,720 surveyed teens either refused to answer or responded
that thev did not know.

39



Table 5.6: Teens’ Evaluation of the Fairness and Effectiveness of Sanctions

Research Group

Full No
Self-Report Cal-Learn Treatment Difference
Fairness of Sanctions
Failing Report Card 66.3 55.4 10.9%
Out of School 66.0 57.2 8.8*
Effectiveness of Sanction
Very Useful 30.4 26.7
Somewhat Useful 36.6 34.9 .
Not Too Useful 19.2 21.9
No Difference 13.8 16.5

Treatment Condition

Case No Case
Self-Report Mgmt Mgmt Difference
Fairness of Sanctions
Failing Report Card Fair 60.6 57.2 3.4
Out of School Fair 61.5 58.6 2.9
Effectiveness of Bonuses
Very Useful 29.0 28.4
Somewhat Useful 36.6 33.1
Not Too Useful 19.9 22.2
No Difference 145 16.4

Treatment Condition
Financial No

Self-Report Incentives Incentives Difference
Fairness of Sanctions
Failing Report Card Fair 62.7 55.0 7.7%%%
Out of School Fair 63.1 56.9 6.2%**
Effectiveness of Sanctions
Very Useful 30.2 27.2
Somewhat Useful 33.9 35.8
Not Too Useful 20.9 21.2
No Difference 15.0 15.9

SOURCE: Retrospective Survey

NOTE: Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** <.01; ** <.05; * <.10. For categorical variables, significance levels
are based on chi-square tests. Significance levels for ordered data are based on mean ranks tests. The Case Management
Treatment Condition consists of both the Full Cal-Learn and the Case Management Only research groups. The Financial
Incentives Treatment Condition consists of both the Full Cal-Learn and the Financial Only research groups.
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Regarding the effectiveness of sanctions, at least 60% of each research group considered
sanctions “Very Useful” or “Somewhat Useful”. Teensin the financial incentives groups were
more likely to report that sanctions were “Very Useful” than teensin the non-financial incentives
groups. While the difference was not statistically significant, 30% of the financial incentives
groups felt that sanctions were “Very Useful” compared to only 27% of the non-financial
incentives groups.

As with bonuses, the strongest support for both the fairness and effectiveness of sanctions was
found among the Full Cal-Learn teens.

Summary of the Fairness and Effectiveness of Financial |ncentives

Figure 5.1 summarizes the teens evaluation of the fairness and effectiveness of financial
incentives. Note that while the Cal-Learn research design does not allow us to distinguish the
effects of bonuses and sanctions separately using an objective measure, this graph summarizes
the teens evaluation of each incentive type individualy.

The graph shows strong overall support for financial incentives. On average, 85-90% of all
surveyed teens felt that bonuses were useful and fair; however, only 60% of these same teens felt
that sanctions were useful or fair. Teens subject to financial incentives were more likely to find
both bonuses and sanctions fair and effective than teens who were not subject to financial
incentives. The strongest support for financia incentives was found among teens in the Full Cal-
Learn group which was subject to both financial incentives and case management.

Figure 5.1: Teens’ Evaluation of the Usefulness and
Fairness of Bonuses and Sanctions
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Chapter Summary: Cal-Learn Financial | ncentives—Application and Experiences

Administrative data indicate that a majority (55%) of teens subject to financial incentives
experienced some form of financia incentive while participating in Cal-Learn.

Teensin the Full Cal-Learn group were significantly more likely to receive a bonus
(34%) than teensin the Financial Only group (25%). Teensin the Full Cal-Learn group
were also significantly less likely to receive a sanction (30%) than teens in the Financial
Only group (36%).

The findings from the survey data on receipt of financial incentives mimic the results
found in the administrative data. A majority (54%) of teens experienced financial
incentives with Full Cal-Learn teens experiencing more bonuses and fewer sanctions than
teensin the Financial Only group.

Although the survey dataindicate that a majority (78%) of teensin the two financial
incentives groups recognized their eligibility for financial incentives, knowledge of
eligibility was substantially stronger among case managed teens (87%) than teens subject
only to financia incentives (71%).

A magjority of teens supported each financial incentive, though support was stronger for
bonuses than sanctions. Approximately 85-90% of teensin all four research groups felt
that bonuses were fair and effective. A smaller mgjority, 60-65%, felt that sanctions were
fair and effective.

Support for both the fairness and effectiveness of financial incentives was stronger
among teens subject to financia incentives than teens who were not; the strongest
support for incentives was found among teens subject to both case management and
financial incentives.
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V1. CAL-LEARN CASE MANAGEMENT: APPLICATION AND EXPERIENCES
I ntroduction

This chapter examines the provision of case management and the teens' experiences with and
evaluation of that treatment. In particular, it focuses on the quantity and character of the case
manager contacts experienced by teens randomized into the two case managed research groups,
aswell astheteens evaluation of the usefulness of case management. As with the receipt of
financial incentives, we draw on both administrative and survey sources for data on case
manager contact.

The administrative data are drawn from the Lodestar Contacts File. Thisfile provides measures
of the frequency, type, and timing of case manager contact between teens and their AFLPs. The
L odestar Contacts data were collected only from mid-1996 to June 1997.

The Retrospective Survey provides a second source of information on case manager contact. All
surveyed teens who knew they were in Cal-Learn were asked whether they have (ever had) a
Cal-Learn case manager. Teens who responded that they had a case manager were then asked a
series of questions regarding both the quantity and quality of their case manager contact.
Surveyed teens who knew they had a case manager were asked questions regarding:

1) thefrequency of contact

2) the effectiveness of case managers

3) tasksthe case managers helped with

Note that the surveys were conducted from April 1996 to June 1998, so the period covered by the
survey is not equivalent to that covered by the Lodestar Contacts data. Nevertheless, the survey
results reinforce the findings from the administrative data.

Administrative Records of Case Manager Contacts

Data on contacts between teens and their AFL P case managers were collected in the Lodestar
Contacts File. San Bernardino and San Joaquin counties commenced collection of contacts data
inJuly 1996. Alameda and Los Angelesdid not start collecting these data until September 1996.
The period covered for each teen begins with July 1996 (September 1996 for Alameda and Los
Angeles counties) or the month the teen entered Cal-L earn, whichever islater. The covered
period ends when the teen exits Cal-Learn or at the end of the administrative datain June 1997,
whichever comesfirst. Due to the short collection period for these data, not al teens are
included in the Lodestar Contacts File. Only teens who were active in Cal-Learn during the
period when the Lodestar Contacts data were collected are included in the Lodestar Contacts
File. Of the teens who were active while the contacts data were being collected, 1,250 were
randomized into one of the two case managed groups and are included in the analysis for this
section. These 1,250 teensincluded in the Lodestar sample represent 81% of all teens
randomized into the two case managed groups.
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For the relevant time period, the Lodestar Contacts File provides information on the number,
type, and duration of case manager contact. In particular, the datainclude information on five
types of personal contact including:

Home Visit
Takes place at the client’s home and includes a case manager and the client in aface to
face meeting. Others may or may not be present.

Office Visit
Takes place at the AFLP/Cal-Learn agency office and includes a case manager and the
client in aface to face meeting. Others may or may not be present.

Field Visit

Takes place away from the client’s home or AFLP/Cal-Learn agency office and includes
a case manager and the client in aface to face meeting. Others may or may not be
present.

Group Meeting
Takes place during a group activity conducted by the AFLP/Cal-Learn agency at which
two or more clients are present. The client’s case manager may or may not be involved.

Phone Contact
Occurs when a case manager speaks with the client over the phone.

The data also include information on two types of non-persona contact:

Collateral Facilitation

Consists of afaceto face or telephone (not fax) contact on behalf of the client, the
client’s child, or the client’s family with any individual who plays a significant role in the
individual’ s health, education or welfare.

Correspondence

Information that is mailed or faxed to the client that relates to the activities of the current
ISP (Individual Service Plan). This may include time used in the preparation of the
materials if they are specific to a particular client, but does not count the time spent in
preparing materials sent to multiple clients.

Type of Case Manager Contact

The Lodestar Contacts data indicate that more than 89% of the teens randomized into one of the
two case managed groups experienced some form of case manager contact during the covered
period. Much of the contact was in the form of personal contact: 84% of case managed teens had
personal contact with their case managers.



Table 6.1 shows the relative prevalence of the contact types listed above. The most common
forms of personal contact were home visits (66%) and phone contact (76%), while the most
prevalent form of non-personal contact was correspondence (71%).

Table 6.1: Percent of Teens with Case Manager Contacts by Contact Type
Research Group
Full Case Mgmt
Type of Contact Cal-Learn Only Difference
Any Contact 89.6 88.6 1.0
Any Personal Contact 84.4 835 0.9
Home Visit 67.3 64.3 3.0
Office Visit 27.0 22.4 4.6*
Field Visit 20.0 17.6 2.4
Group Meeting 1.2 1.8 -0.6
Phone Contact 77.6 74.1 35
Non-Personal Contact
Collateral Facilitation 58.0 56.1 1.9
Correspondence 71.6 70.8 0.8
Sample Size 655 595
SOURCE: Lodestar Data
NOTE: Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** < .01; ** <.05; * <. 10. For categorical
variables, significance levels are based on chi-square tests.

In Table 6.1, case manager contacts are also detailed by research group. The Full Cal-Learn
group received more case manager contact, both personal and non-personal, than the Case
Management Only group. Full Cal-Learn teenswere also slightly more likely to receive each
type of contact except group meetings, but these differences were not substantial and generally
not statistically significant.

Freguency and Timing of Case Manager Contact

The frequency of case manager contact varies over the course of ateen's participation in Cal-
Learn. Dueto thetiming issue related to the Lodestar Contacts File, the data source may
contain information about a teen’s contacts only early in her participation or only in the later
months; for some teens, no contacts information is available in Lodestar.

As described earlier in this report, the timing of entry of teens does not vary substantially by
research group nor does the average number of months that teens are active in Cal-Learn.
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However, the mix of time periods for which contact data are available means that indications of
the types or amount of contact do not necessarily reflect typical levels over ateen’s entire period
of participation.

For the subset of teensin the Lodestar Contacts File who had at |east one case manager contact,
those at the beginning of their Cal-Learn participation tend to have dlightly higher levels of case
management contact after their first quarter. In the first quarter, teens have an average of 1.6
contacts per month with their case managers. By the second quarter, teens have contact nearly
twice amonth. For the next three quarters, contacts settle to an average of 1.7 contacts per
month. Some further decline is evident in the sixth and seventh quarters of participation;
however, due to the fairly short period of observation for this data source and therefore the
relatively few observations, it is unclear if thislater change represents atrue decline in the
frequency of case manager contact.

There were no discernible differences across the two case managed research groupsin the
frequency and timing of case manager contact.

Self-Report on the Provision and Effectiveness of Case M anagement

In addition to administrative sources on case manager contact, the Retrospective Survey provides
supplementary insight on teens' experiences with and evaluation of case management. Datafrom
these two sources are not strictly comparable because the sample periods differ as do the set of
teensincluded in each data source.™

While all surveyed teens were asked to rate the fairness and effectiveness of financial incentives,
only teens who believed they were in Cal-Learn and eligible for case management were asked
about their experiences with case management. Not all case managed teens recognized they
were in Cal-Learn and/or €ligible for case management. Therefore, the results regarding the
effectiveness of case managers apply only to the 742 teens randomized into the two case
managed groups who realized that they were in Cal-Learn and that they had a case manager;
these 742 teens represent 87% of the teens randomized into the two case-managed groups. Of
these 742 teens, 624 also had Lodestar data on case manager contacts.

Self-Report of Experiences with Case Management

To assess the teens' understanding of the provision of case management, surveyed teens were
asked the following questions:

So far as you know, are you (have you ever been) in the Cal-Learn Program?

Surveyed teens who responded that they were (had been) in Cal-Learn were then asked to
identify whether they had a Cal-L earn case manager:

Do you have (did you have) a case manager?
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Note: By acase manager, we do NOT mean an AFDC eligibility worker—instead we're
talking about someone in the Cal-L earn program who helps find child care, transportation
to school, health care for you and your child(ren), educational programs, and things like
that.

Most teens randomized into case managed groups were aware of their eligibility for case
management. About 87% of teens in the case managed groups knew that they were in Cal-Learn
and that they had case managers.

By research group, the results are similar to those for financial incentives. More of the Full Cal-
Learn teens (91%) knew they werein Cal-Learn and had case managers than teens in the
Financial Only group (83%). Although the numbers are quite high for both groups, teensin the
Full Cal-Learn group were both more likely to know they were in Cal-Learn and to know they
had a case manager. Of the 9% of Full Cal-Learn teens who did not know they were in Cal-
Learn and had case managers, 5% did not know they were in Cal-Learn and 4% did not know
they had case managers. The corresponding percentages for Case Management Only teens are
11% and 6%.

Freguency and Timing of Case Management

Teens who responded that they were in Cal-Learn and had a case manager were then asked a
series of questions on the quantity and type of case manager contact. Teens who were unaware
they werein Cal-Learn or unaware that they had a case manager are included in the following
two tables, but are assumed to have not met or spoken with their case managers.

The first three questions focus on teens who reported that they were still enrolled in Cal-Learn or
that they had left during the previous month. The fourth question was asked only of teens who
exited Cal-Learn more than a month ago.

Currently in Cal-Learn or Exited in the Previous Month

Teens currently in Cal-Learn or recently exited were asked about the frequency of case manager
meetings and phone contacts within the previous month. They were also asked how many times
they met with their case managers during the previous three months.

Case Manager Meetings in Previous Month
ASKED IF CURRENTLY IN CAL-LEARN. ASKED IFIN CAL-LEARN IN THE
PAST, BUT LEFT IN THE PREVIOUS MONTH. During (PREVIOUS MONTH), how
many times did you meet with (a/your) case manager in person? Pleaseinclude only
those times you actually saw a case manager.

Case Manager Phone Contact in Previous Month
ASKED IF CURRENTLY IN CAL-LEARN. ASKED IFIN CAL-LEARN IN THE
PAST, BUT LEFT IN THE PREVIOUS MONTH. During (PREVIOUS MONTH), how
many times did you talk on the phone with (a/your) case manager? Please include al the
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times when you talked with your case manager, even those when you only talked for a
minute or two.

Case Manager Meetingsin Previous 3 Months
ASKED IF CURRENTLY IN CAL-LEARN. ASKED IFIN CAL-LEARN IN THE
PAST, BUT LEFT IN THE PREVIOUS MONTH.

IF MET MORE THAN ONCE IN PREVIOUS MONTH. Now thinking back over the
LAST THREE MONTHS—including (PREVIOUS MONTH)—how many times did you
meet in person with (a/your) case manager?

IF DID NOT MEET IN PREVIOUS MONTH. Now thinking back over the LAST
THREE MONTHS—how many times did you meet in person with (alyour) case
manager?

Approximately two-thirds of the surveyed case managed teens who were still in Cal-Learn or
who had exited during the previous month reported that they had met with their case manager at
least once in the previous month (See Table 6.2). The results by research group were similar:
69% of the Full Cal-Learn group versus 62% of the Case Management Only teens. The mean
number of case manager meetings during the previous month was just over one meeting for both
research groups. Differences between the two research groups were not statistically significant.

Nearly 70% of these case managed teens reported that they had also spoken to their case
managers on the phone at least once during the previous month. Phone contact was somewhat
higher among Full Cal-Learn teens (75%) than Case Management Only teens (64%). Full Cal-
Learn teens also had a dlightly higher average number of phone contacts during the previous
month (2.6) than Case Management Only teens (2.2). While Full Cal-Learn teens were
significantly more likely to report having phone contact during the past month, there were no
significant differences in the frequency of that contact.
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Table 6.2: Percent of Teens Currently or Recently
in Cal-Learn Reporting Case Manager Contacts
Research Group
Full Case Mgmt
Reported Contacts Cal-Lean Only Difference
During Previous Month
Case Manager Meetings
Percent of Teens 68.5 62.2 6.3
Number of Meetings 11 1.0 0.1
Case Manager Phone Calls
Percent of Teens 74.8 64.1 10.7%**
Number of Phone Calls 2.6 2.2 04
During Previous 3 Months
Case Manager Meetings
Percent of Teens 88.3 80.7 7.6%
Number of Meetings 31 2.8 0.3
Sample Size 300 289
SOURCE: Retrospective Survey
NOTE: Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** < .01; ** <.05; * <. 10. For categorical
variables, significance levels are based on chi-square tests.

Nearly 85% of these same teens reported meeting with their case manager at least once during
the previous three months. Full Cal-Learn teens (88%) were more likely to meet with their case
managers during the previous three months than Case Management Only teens (81%). Full Cal-
Learn teens also report meeting more frequently with their case managers during this period with
an average of 3.1 meetings versus only 2.8 meetings for Case Management Only teens. While
Full Cal-Learn teens were significantly more likely to report meeting with their case managers
during the past three months, there were no significant differences in the frequency of that
contact.

In short, teensin the Full Cal-Learn group were somewhat more likely to both meet and talk on
the phone with their case managers than teens who were eligible for only case management.
They also reported more frequent contacts.

Exited Cal-Learn More than 1 Month Ago

Case Manager Meetings During Cal-L earn Participation
ASKED IF WASIN CAL-LEARN IN PAST AND LEFT MORE THAN ONE MONTH
AGO. Thinking about ALL THE TIME you were in Cal-Learn, how many times did you
meet in person with (a/your) case manager?
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Of the case managed teens who had exited Cal-Learn over a month ago, approximately 80%
reported meeting with their case manager during their participation in Cal-Learn. The results
differed significantly by research group with 88% of the Full Cal-Learn group reporting
meetings compared to only 70% of the Case Management Only teens (See Table 6.3).

These teens reported meeting with their case managers an average of approximately five times
during their Cal-Learn participation. The average number of meetings was higher for Full Cal-
Learn teens (5.7%) than Case Management Only teens (4.4%). The difference in the average
number of contacts was significant only at the .10 level.

Table 6.3: Percent of Exited Teens Reporting Case Manager Contacts
Research Group
Full Case Mgmt
Reported Contacts Cal-Learn Only Difference
During Cal-Learn Participation
Case Manager Meetings
Percent of Teens 88.2 70.3 17.9%*
Number of Meetings 5.7 4.4 1.3
Sample Size 132 114
SOURCE: Retrospective Survey
NOTE: Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** < .01; ** <.05; * <. 10. For categorical
variables, significance levels are based on chi-square tests.

Provision of Case Management

In addition to the frequency of case manager contact, teens were also asked about the
effectiveness of case manager assistance both in general and regarding specific areas. All teens
who reported having a case manager were asked to rate the overall effectiveness of the help they
received from their case managers. Teens who had some schooling during their participation in
Cal-Learn were asked to evaluate their case manager assistance with school-related issues. The
subsample of teens who received supportive services were also asked whether their case
managers assisted them in obtaining the necessary services.

The questions asked concerned:
1) Effectiveness of Overall Case Management
2) Effectiveness of School-Related Help
3) Help Obtaining Supportive Services
a) Child care
b) Transportation money or bus passes
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Effectiveness of Overal Case Management

All case managed teens who knew they had a case manager were asked how much having a case
managed hel ped.

ASKED IF RESPONDENT HAD CASE MANAGER. IF CURRENTLY IN CAL-
LEARN: Taking everything into consideration, how much has having a case manager
helped you? A lot, some, alittle, or not at all?

ASKED IF RESPONDENT HAD CASE MANAGER. IF IN CAL-LEARN IN THE
PAST: Taking everything into consideration, how much did having a case manager help
you? A lot, some, alittle, or not at all?

Table 6.4 shows that a majority of case managed teens felt that case managers helped "A Lot" or
"Some". Teensin the Full Cal-Learn group rated the help they received from case managers
significantly higher than teensin the Case Management Only group. A majority of the Full Cal-
Learn group, 60% of teens, reported that their case managers helped them "A Lot" compared to
45% of the Case Management Only teens.

Table 6.4: Teens’ Evaluation of the Effectiveness
of Case Manager Assistance
Research Group
Full Case Mgmt
Self-Report Cal-Learn Only Difference
Overall Case Management
Case Manager Helped:
A Lot 59.6 44.7
Some 21.3 27.4 o
A Little 9.5 15.3
Not at All 9.5 12.6
Sample Size 399 340
School-Related Help
Case Manager Helped:
A Lot 43.1 317
Some 27.7 25.6 rk
A Little 155 18.5
Not at Al 13.7 24.2
Sample Size 343 281
SOURCE: Retrospective Survey
NOTE: Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** < .01; ** <.05; * <. 10. Significance levels for
ordered data are based on mean ranks tests.
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Effectiveness of School-Related Help

In addition to rating the quality of general case management help, teens were also asked about
any school-related help provided by their case managers.

ASKED IFHASHAD A CASE MANAGER AND IN SCHOOL. ASKED IF
HASHAD CASE MANAGER AND NOT IN SCHOOL, BUT HASDONE SOME
SCHOOL SINCE CAL-LEARN ENROLLMENT DATE. IFIN SCHOOL OR
INDEPENDENT STUDY, OR ON SUMMER BREAK: How much (does/had) your
case manager (help/helped) you with the things you (need/needed) to do your school
work or stay in school? A lot, some, alittle, or not at all?

IFIN A GED PROGRAM: How much (does/has) your case manager (help/helped) you
with the things you (need/needed) to do your GED program or stay with the program? A
lot, some, alittle, or not at all?

Of teens who had some form of schooling during their participation in Cal-Learn, a majority
reported that case managers helped them with these school related issues"A Lot" or "Some".
Full Cal-Learn teens (43%) were significantly more likely to report that their case managers
helped them "A Lot" than Case Management Only teens (32%).

Help Obtaining Supportive Services

All surveyed teens who knew they were in Cal-Learn were aso asked about their receipt of
supportive services. Notethat all Cal-Learn participants are eligible for supportive services.'*
Therefore, questions regarding receipt of supportive services were asked of al teensin the
survey who knew they werein Cal-Learn. However, only case managed teens who knew they
had a case manager were asked whether their Cal-Learn case manager helped them obtain
supportive services. Receipt of supportive servicesis discussed in greater detail in Chapter VII.

Teens were asked whether they had received child care paid for by Cal-Learn or by the welfare
department. They were also asked whether they received transportation money or bus passes
from their case manager. Teens who received each service were then asked the corresponding
guestion about case manager help.

Child Care
ASKED IF RECEIVED PAID CHILD CARE AND HAD A CASE MANAGER. Did
(alyour) case manager help you get that child care, did someone else help you, or did you
get it pretty much on your own?

While supportive services usage was low among Cal-L earn teens, over a quarter of surveyed
case managed teens reported receiving child care paid for by Cal-Learn or the welfare
department. This applies only to the surveyed case managed teens who knew they had a case
manager. Of these teens, a majority reported that their Cal-Learn case manager helped them
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obtain paid child care: 60% of the Full Cal-Learn group and 72% of the Case Management Only
group (See Table 6.5).

Table 6.5: Case Manager Help With Obtaining Supportive Services
Research Group
Full Case Mgmt
Reported Help Cal-Leamn Only Difference
Child Care
Case Manager Helped 60.4 72.2 -11.8
Sample Size 111 79
Transportation
Case Manager Helped 77.9 80.1 -2.2*
Sample Size 244 171
SOURCE: Retrospective Survey
NOTE: Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** < .01; ** < .05; * <. 10. For categorical
variables, significance levels are based on chi-square tests.

Transportation money or bus passes
ASKED IF RECEIVED TRANSPORTATION MONEY OR BUS PASSES AND HAD
A CASE MANAGER. Did (alyour) case manager give you bus passes or money for
transportation, did you get them from the welfare office or from someone else?

A magjority of these teens reported receiving transportation money or bus passes (See Table 6.5).
Of the case managed teens who reported having a case manager, 415 also reported receiving
transportation money or bus passes. Aswith child care, amagjority of teens who reported
receiving transportation money or bus passes reported that their Cal-Learn case manager helped
them get this service. Approximately 78% of the Full Cal-Learn group and 80% of the Case
Management Only group reported that their case manager helped them get transportation money
or bus passes.

Summary of Teens Assessment of Case M anagement

Only case-managed teens who realized they had a case manager were asked to review the
effectiveness of case management. A majority (52%) of these teens reported that, overall,
having a case manager helped them “A Lot” and an additional quarter (25%) said having a case
manager helped them “Some”. Of the subset of these teens who had some schooling during their
participation in Cal-Learn, about 38% also reported that case managers hel ped them with school
related issues “A Lot”, and 27% reported that case managers helped them “Some”. Of the subset
that reported receipt of child care or transportation funding paid for by Cal-Learn or the welfare
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department, alarge majority said that their case managers helped them gain access to those
Services.

Chapter Summary: Cal-L earn Case Management—Application and Experiences

Administrative (Lodestar) data indicate that 89% of case managed teens experienced
some form of case manager contact, and nearly as many teens (84%) had personal contact
with their case manager.

According to the Lodestar data, teens received an average of 1.5 to 2.0 monthly contacts
during the first seven quarters of Cal-Learn participation.

Although the differences were not substantial, Full Cal-Learn teens were dightly more
likely to experience each type of case manager contact than Case Management Only
teens.

Approximately 87% of case managed teens knew they were in Cal-Learn and that they
had a case manager. Awareness was higher among Full Cal-L earn teens than Case
Management Only teens.

Survey data reinforce the administrative finding that most case managed teens
experienced personal case manager contact. Of teens currently or recently in Cal-Learn,
nearly 85% reported meeting with a case manager within the last 3 months and about
two-thirds had met with a case manager within the previous month. Approximately 70%
had phone contact within the previous month.

Survey data confirm the finding from the administrative data that Full Cal-Learn teens
were more likely to receive contact. The survey data also indicate that Full Cal-Learn
teens had more contact on average.

Most case-managed teens found their case managers helpful. About three-fourths (77%)
of case-managed teens who realized they had a case manager reported that overall,

having a case manager helped them “A Lot” or “Some”. About two-thirds (65%) of teens
who had some schooling during their participation in Cal-Learn reported that their case
manager helped them “A Lot” or “Some”. Among teens who believed they had received
either child care or transportation funding from Cal-Learn or the welfare department, a
large mgjority said their case manager helped them gain access to these services.
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VII. CAL-LEARN SUPPORTIVE SERVICES. PROVISION AND RECEIPT
Introduction

In contrast to financial incentives and case management, all Cal-Learn teens enrolled in school
are eligible for supportive services regardless of their research group. The Cal-Learn program
offers reimbursement for three types of supportive services:

Child Care

Cal-Learn teens have access to funding for child care if they are enrolled in school. The
Cal-Learn program will reimburse child care providers only for thetime theteenis
actually attending school plustheir travel time to or from school, and teens must attend
school a minimum of 10 hours per week to receive Cal-Learn child care funding.

Transportation
The Cal-Learn program pays for transportation required by studentsto get to and from

their school and child care providers.

Ancillary Expenses
Ancillary expenses paid for under Cal-Learn program rules include books, supplies,
testing fees for GED exams, and caps and gowns for graduation ceremonies.

Aswith the receipt of financial incentives and case management discussed in previous chapters,
both administrative and survey data provide information on the use of supportive services.

In the administrative data, receipt of supportive services was identified by warrant paymentsin
the county administrative data systems. The administrative data on supportive services cover the
period from the teen’s enrollment in Cal-Learn until her exit or the end of administrative datain
June 1997, whichever comesfirst. Due to data collection issues, administrative data regarding
receipt of supportive services were not available for the majority of Cal-Learn teens from San
Joaquin County. Of the 301 teens from San Joaquin who were included in the interim
administrative sample, data were unavailable for 268 teens.

The Retrospective Survey includes questions regarding two types of supportive services. child
care and transportation. All surveyed teens who recognized their participation in Cal-Learn were
asked whether they had received financial assistance from Cal-Learn for these services. Since
the survey date may occur prior to the end of administrative data or after, the time period covered
by the survey may be shorter or longer than that in the administrative data; consequently, the
supportive services measures from these two sources may not be strictly comparable. Note that
this survey sample also includes some of the teens in San Joaguin County for whom
administrative data were not available. Despite these differences, the results from the survey
data reinforce the findings from the administrative data.
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Administrative Records of Usage of Supportive Services

The administrative data include records of all payments made to teens for supportive services.
Based on these records, we can derive utilization of supportive services for our interim
administrative sample as of the end of the administrative datain June 1997.*2 A common
element in the administrative datais the low utilization of all types of supportive services.
Chapter V of Implementation of California's Cal-Learn Demonstration Project: A Process
Evaluation discussesin greater detail some of the reasons for the low levels of utilization.

Table 7.1 shows levels of receipt of the three supportive services detailed by research group.
Approximately 42% of the interim administrative sample received at least one supportive service
during their participation in Cal-Learn. However, more case-managed teens used supportive
services than non-case-managed teens. Approximately 63% of the Full Cal-Learn group and
55% of the Case Management Only group had received at |east one supportive service. Receipt
among non-case managed teens was much lower with only 31% of the Financial Only group and
20% of the No Treatment group receiving some service. The difference in receipt between case
managed and non-case managed teens was significant at the .01 level (see Table 7.2). Although
there was also a statistically significant difference in receipt between teens eligible for financial
incentives and ineligible teens, this difference was smaller than the difference between teens who
were eligible for case management and those who were not.

Utilization of each service was highest among teensin the Full Cal-Learn group; teensin the
Case Management Only group had dlightly lower utilization. Although teensin the Financial
Only group used supportive services less frequently than teens in the two case managed groups,
the lowest utilization rate was found among teens in the No Treatment group.

Table 7.1: Percent of Teens With Receipt of Supportive Services by Research Group
Research Group
Financial Full Case Mgmt No Al
Administrative Data Only Cal-Learn Only Treatment
Supportive Services
Any Supportive Service 313 63.4 55.1 19.8 42.1
Child Care 12.2 19.5 16.1 9.5 14.3
Transportation 24.1 56.6 48.4 15.8 36.0
Ancillary Expenses 14.2 22.8 15.0 4.8 14.2
Sample Size 747 749 688 749 2933
SOURCE: County administrative data

On average, only 14% of all teens had child care paid for by Cal-Learn. There were significant
differences across the four research groups. Nearly 18% of case managed teens had child care
paid for by Cal-Learn while only 11% of the non-case managed teens did so. This difference
was statistically significant at the .01 level. The highest usage was found among Full Cal-Learn
teens where 20% of teens received funding from Cal-Learn for child care.
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Table 7.2: Receipt of Supportive Services
Research Group
Full No
Administrative Data Cal-Learn Treatment Difference
Supportive Services
Any Supportive Service 63.4 19.8 43.6%**
Child Care 19.5 95 10.0%*
Transportation 56.6 15.8 40.8***
Ancillary Expenses 22.8 4.8 18.0%*
Treatment Condition
Case No Case
Administrative Data Mgmt Mgmt Difference
Supportive Services
Any Supportive Service 59.4 25.5 33.9%+*
Child Care 17.9 10.8 7,140
Transportation 52.7 19.9 32.8%*
Ancillary Expenses 19.1 95 9.6%*
Treatment Condition
Financial No
Administrative Data Incentives Incentives Difference
Supportive Services
Any Supportive Service 474 36.7 10.7%**
Child Care 15.8 12.7 3. 1w
Transportation 40.4 314 9.0%
Ancillary Expenses 18.5 9.7 8.8¥**
SOURCE: County administrative data
NOTE: Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** < .01; ** < .05; * <. 10. For categorical
variables, significance levels are based on chi-square tests.

Transportation was the most popular supportive service with 36% of the teens receiving
transportation funding. Case managed teens were significantly more likely to receive this
service. More than twice as many case managed teens (53%) received transportation funding
relative to non-case managed teens (20%). Nearly 57% of Full Cal-Learn teens used this service.

Although ancillary expenses was the least commonly used supportive service, there were il
significant differences across research groups. Only 14% of teens received ancillary expense
payments as of June 1997: 19% of case managed teens and 10% of non-case managed teens. As
with child care and transportation, case managed teens were significantly more likely to receive
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assistance with ancillary expenses. Just under 23% of Full Cal-learn teens received payments for
ancillary expenses

In sum, administrative data indicate that utilization of supportive services was quite low, ranging
from just over 14% for ancillary expenses to 36% for transportation. Nevertheless, there was
still substantial variation across the four research groups. Case managed teens were significantly
more likely to use each supportive service than non-case managed teens. The Full Cal-Learn
teens were most likely to use each service. There were also statistically significant differences
between teens subject to financial incentives and those who were not; however, this

difference was smaller than the difference between teens eligible for case management and those
who were not.

Survey Reports of Usage of Supportive Services

In the Retrospective Survey, teens who believed they were in Cal-Learn were asked about their
receipt of two types of supportive services. Teens were asked whether they had ever received
child care paid for by Cal-Learn or the welfare department and whether they had ever received
bus passes or money for transportation. The teens were not asked about ancillary expenses.

Receipt of supportive servicesis unlikely among teens who did not realize that they were in Cal-
Learn. Consequently, al teenswho did not believe they were in Cal-learn, 19% of the survey
sample, were included in the sample used here, but were assumed to have received no supportive
services.

Teens who recognized their participation in Cal-Learn were then asked the following questions
regarding receipt of child care and transportation:

Child Care
ASKED IFWASIN CAL-LEARN IN PAST: When you were in Cal-Learn, did you get
any child care that was paid for by Cal-Learn or the welfare department?

ASKED IF CURRENTLY IN CAL-LEARN: Sinceyou've been in Cal-Learn, did you
get any child care that was paid for by Cal-Learn or the welfare department?

Transportation
ASKED IF WASIN CAL-LEARN IN PAST: When you were in Cal-Learn, did you get
any bus passes or money for transportation?

ASKED IF CURRENTLY IN CAL-LEARN: Since you've been in Cal-Learn did you get
any bus passes or money for transportation?

Under the above assumptions, approximately 42% of surveyed teens reported receiving at least
one supportive service. A majority of case managed teens, just over 55%, reported receipt
compared to only 28% of non-case managed teens. This difference was significant at the .01
level (see Table 7.4). Asinthe administrative data, the Full Cal-Learn teens had the highest
receipt, followed by the Case Management Only teens. The Financial Only group had lower
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usage than the two case managed groups, but neverthel ess reported higher usage than the No
Treatment group. The difference in receipt between teens eligible for financial incentives and
ineligible teens was also significant, but this difference in reported use of supportive services
was smaller the difference between teens eligible for case management and those who were not.

Table 7.3: Percent of Teens Reporting Receipt of Supportive Services by Research Group

Research Group

Financial Full Case Mgmt No All
Self-Report Only Cal-Learn Only Treatment
Any Supportive Service 31.8 61.5 48.8 24.4 41.6
Child Care 17.4 25.6 19.4 14.0 19.1
Transportation 27.1 56.9 43.7 18.8 36.6
Sample Size 425 441 412 442 1720

SOURCE: Retrospective Survey

Reported receipt of each supportive service follows the pattern found in the administrative data.
Table 7.3 shows that the use of child care was substantially lower than that of transportation:
19% of the survey sample reported receiving child care and 37% reported receiving
transportation funding. By research group, we again find the same pattern asin the
administrative data. Full Cal-Learn teens reported using both child care and transportation
funding most often, followed by Case Management Only teens, and then by Financial Only
teens. The No Treatment Group reported the lowest usage for each service.

Table 7.4 shows that receipt of child care differed substantially across research groups and
treatment conditions. Case managed teens (23%) were significantly more likely to use this
service than non-case managed teens (16%). Full Cal-Learn teens reported the highest use with
over one quarter of the teens reporting receipt.
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Table 7.4: Reported Receipt of Supportive Services

Research Group

Full No
Self-Report Cal-Learn Treatment Difference
Supportive Services
Any Supportive Service 61.5 24.4 37. 1w
Child Care 25.6 14.0 11.6%
Transportation 56.9 18.8 38.1%**

Treatment Condition

Case No Case
Self-Report Mgmt Mgmt Difference
Supportive Services
Any Supportive Service 55.3 28.0 27.3+**
Child Care 22.6 15.7 6.9%*
Transportation 50.5 22.8 27. 7%

Treatment Condition

Financial No
Self-Report Incentives Incentives Difference
Supportive Services
Any Supportive Service 46.9 36.2 10.7%%
Child Care 21.6 16.6 5.0%*
Transportation 42.3 30.3 12,0%%

SOURCE: Retrospective Survey
NOTE: Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** < .01; ** < .05; * <. 10. For categorical
variables, significance levels are based on chi-square tests.

Although usage was higher for transportation, the pattern of resultsissimilar. Nearly 51% of
the case managed teens reported using this service compared to less than 23% of non-case
managed teens. Again, the difference was significant at the .01 level. The highest usage was
among the Full Cal-Learn group (57%).

Although both the sample and sample period differ across data sources, the survey results
confirm those from the administrative data. Transportation services were used much more often
than other services. The case managed teens were significantly more likely than teens without
case management to take advantage of the supportive services available to them. The Full Cal-
Learn group was the most likely of all groups to use each supportive service. Teens subject to
financial incentives were also significantly more likely to report use of supportive services than
teens who were not subject to financial incentives; however, this difference was smaller than the
difference between teens eligible for case management and those who were not.
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Chapter Summary: Cal-Learn Supportive Services—Provision and Receipt

Administrative data indicate that use of all supportive services—child care,
transportation, and ancillary expenses related to education—was low. About 42% of the
participants had at least one recorded expenditure for a supportive service prior to the end
of the administrative data collection period (June 1997).

Transportation was the most frequently used service paid for by the Cal-Learn program
with 36% of the teens taking advantage of available transportation money and bus passes.
Child care and ancillary services were each used by less than 15% of the sample.

Case managed teens were significantly more likely to receive each supportive service
than non-case managed teens. In al cases, the Full Cal-Learn group was most likely to
receive such assistance.

Survey data confirm the administrative findings. Supportive service usage was low.
Transportation funding was more common than child care. Case managed teens,
particularly teensin the Full Cal-Learn group, were more likely to use supportive
services.
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PART THREE

INTERIM CAL-LEARN TREATMENT EFFECTS
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VIII. IMPACTSON SCHOOL ENROLLMENT, GRADUATION, AND GED ATTAINMENT
I ntroduction

In this chapter, the impacts of the randomized treatments on educational outcomes for teensin
Cal-Learn are presented. This section provides an introduction to the outcomes measures and the
analytic approach used in this interim evaluation. The next section discusses in more detail the
dependent variables—the measures of graduation and school persistence—used to evaluate
educational outcomes. The third section provides estimates of the effects of the Cal-Learn
treatments on graduations and school persistence, and tests whether the treatments, alone and in
combination, are associated with significantly different outcomes. The fourth section of the
chapter presents exploratory data on what might be the maximum possible treatment impacts
under ideal conditions (i.e., when teens are fully aware of the financial consequences of
compliance and non-compliance, and take advantage of the offer of AFLP case management).
The fifth and final section reports the result of comparisons of the impacts of treatments which
statistically controls for geographic and socio-demographic factors.

The reader should bear in mind that the results reported in this chapter are interim results. Fewer
than half of the Cal-Learn evaluation participants had reached the age of nineteen when the
interim data collection ended, and even fewer were aged twenty or over. Since many of the
teenage parents who ultimately earn diplomas do so after the typical graduation age, the
graduation rates reported in the final report (when participants will be older) are likely to be
higher than the ones reported here, and differences between research groups may also change.

Four educational outcomes were examined: whether a participant had graduated from high
school, had received a GED, had successfully completed school with either a GED or aregular
diploma, or had either graduated or was till in school (i.e., had not dropped out of high school
prior to completing adegree). Initial comparisons of these outcomes are presented for all
respondents. Because we are more likely to observe program effects, especially graduations,
among older rather than younger teens, we also present analyses limited to respondents age 19
and older. Graduations reported in administrative records and from self-report are examined
separately. Graduation records from administrative sources were found to be inadequate for
evaluation purposes therefore subsequent analyses are based on data from the Retrospective
Survey.

Rates of graduation reported in the survey data are compared in three ways. First, we assess the
impact of Full Cal-Learn compared to No Treatment. This contrast represents what might have
been the evaluation outcomes had the experiment been designed as a two-group experiment
(statewide Cal-Learn program vs. control group), rather than a four-group experiment. Next, we
investigate the impacts of case management and financial incentives separately. The outcomes
for the two groups assigned to case management are compared to outcomes for the two groups
not assigned to case management; anal ogous comparisons are performed for the financial
incentives groups. These pairwise comparisons can be thought of as estimates of the main effect
of each treatment in a classic two-factor experiment. They are appropriate here because we did
not find a statistically significant interaction between the two treatments.
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Our last approach isto compare each of the individual treatments, Case Management Only or
Financial Incentives Only, to the No Treatment condition. These comparisons are most relevant
when the pairwise main-effects contrasts are heavily influenced by the impact of the Full Cal-
Learn condition, in which case management and financial incentives are combined. This
analytic approach is a'so what would be used if the three intervention conditions were simply
thought of as three distinct and unrelated treatments, each an aternative to no treatment.

Analyses in the fourth section, in which we project possible impacts under ideal conditions, are
prompted by the observation that 17% of the teens randomly assigned to case management do
not report ever meeting with a case manager, 21% of the teens assigned to financial incentives
report their belief that they are not eligible for any bonuses or sanctions, and 35% of the teens
not assigned to financial incentives believed that they were subject to either bonuses or
sanctions. This portion of the study provides some preliminary estimates of what the program
effects might be if all participants assigned to case management saw a case manager, and if al
participants assigned to bonuses and sanctions knew of the incentives. The fifth and final section
reports the result of a multiple logistic regression model which controls for geographic and
socio-demographic factors in addition to the respondent’ s assigned treatment within the
experiment.

Outcome Variables

The Cal-Learn legidation identified three types of graduations by which a participant could earn
agraduation bonus and exit from Cal-Learn: a high school diploma, a GED, and a passing score
on the California High School Proficiency Exam (CHSPE). Students may take the CHSPE as
early as age 16, and technically, this qualification is equivalent to a high school diploma. The
datareveal, however, that neither participants nor welfare workers seemed in practice to regard
the CHSPE as areal graduation. In our administrative data, only one bonus has been awarded
for passing the CHSPE. It isnot uncommon for participants to take the CHSPE exam—some
11% of survey respondents report passing the exam—but these participants do not seek or
receive a bonus, and neither do they exit Cal-Learn after passing the CHSPE. Anecdotal
evidence suggests that some schools use the CHSPE as an assessment tool, rather than as a
replacement for graduation. Because of how the CHSPE seems to be used in practice, it is not
used in this evaluation as one of the graduation outcomes compared among randomized groups.

Data on graduations are available in both survey and administrative data. All survey respondents
were asked their educational level and whether they had graduated from high school or had
earned a GED. |n contrast to the survey data, which are self-reported, the administrative datain
the welfare and case management systems reflect reported graduations that have been verified
with information from the school. Case managers can verify the graduation for their clients and
submit documentation to the welfare office; otherwise, teens without case managers must bring
their diploma or GED certificate to their welfare worker themselves.

In addition to encouraging graduations and GEDs, another purpose of the Cal-Learn programis
to prevent dropping out among recipients. In this study, students are coded as having dropped
out of high school if at the time of interview they are neither enrolled in school nor on summer
break, and they do not have a GED or a high school diploma. Ongoing high school attendanceis
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not recorded in the administrative data, so only the survey data can be used to assess dropout
rates.

Overall, the graduation rates among the young mothers participating in this program are low, at
least according to the data available for thisinterim report. Among survey respondents age
nineteen and over, 11% reported earning a high school diploma, 9% a GED, and 20% were still
in school. The majority (61%) had left school without graduating.

Contrasts Among Groups

Administrative Data

The proportion of Cal-Learn participants that had graduations recorded in the administrative data
are shown for each of the four randomized groupsin Table 8.1. Based on these data, the Full
Cal-Learn group, the Financial Only group and the Case Management Only group all had
significantly higher proportions graduated than the No Treatment group did. Therelative
advantage of belonging to those groups is more marked among the teens age 19 and over, who
were most likely to have graduated.

Table 8.1: Percent of Teens With a High School Graduation or a GED Recorded in
Welfare/GAIN Administrative Data by Research Group
Research Group
_ Financial Full Case Mgmt No All
Schooling Status only  Cal-Learn Only Treatment
All Respondents
Graduated or GED 8.1 10.9 6.9 2.2 7.0
Sample Size 816 799 750 836 3201
Respondents age 19 and over
Graduated or GED 11.4 17.7 8.6 2.1 9.7
Sample Size 299 299 303 337 1238
SOURCE: County administrative data

Unfortunately, because graduations appear to be incompletely and inconsistently reported in the
administrative data, the datain Table 8.1—which could be taken as evidence for the efficacy of
the interventions—are probably erroneous. Table 8.2 shows the results when we try to match
graduations recorded in the administrative data to graduations reported in the survey. The
sample for these comparisons includes only graduations for which confirmation could be
expected based on the period of data coverage in the two sources. We attempt to confirm
administrative graduations if teens are interviewed after the recorded graduation date, and to
validate survey graduations if administrative data exist after the self-reported graduation date.™®
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These comparisons reveal that for many of the graduations reported in the survey, matches
cannot be found in the administrative data (top panel of Table 8.2). Thereis no evidence,
however, of over-recording in the administrative data. As the second panel of Table 8.2 shows,
virtually all graduations (96%) in the administrative data which occur prior to a survey interview
are also reported in the survey. It appears that graduations are under-recorded in the
administrative data, or over-reported in the survey data, or both.

Table 8.2: Graduations and GEDs Recorded in the Administrative Data
and Reported in the Survey Data

Research Group

Graduations or GEDs reported  Financial Full Case Mgmt No All

in administrative or survey data Only Cal-Learn Only Treatment

Percent of “survey” graduations 48.4 49.0 52.4 9.2 37.6
also reported in administrative

data

Number of “survey” graduations 62 49 63 76 250

to be matched to administrative
data (number in sample)

Percent of “administrative” 96.7 95.8 97.0 85.7 95.9
graduations also reported in

survey

Number of “administrative” 60 48 23 17 148

graduations to be matched to
survey data (number in sample)

SOURCE: Retrospective Survey and County administrative data

It istroubling that such alarge proportion of the graduations reported in the survey are absent
from the administrative data. The data suggest that even participants who believed that they
were eligible for graduation bonuses apparently failed to have their graduations recorded. One
explanation is that teens did not realize that they had to record the graduation with their welfare
worker, but instead thought it would happen automatically. Another possible explanation is
simply that the barriers to reporting, in time spent and inconvenience, were too high. Yet
another interpretation is that survey respondents falsely reported to the interviewers that they had
graduated because graduation is a socially desirable status. It would be advisable to validate the
graduations reported in the survey against school records, but legal, administrative and practical
barriers have so far made this impossible.
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Given the small numbers of graduations available for these comparisons, one should ignore most
of the apparent differences between research groups in the proportions of graduations confirmed.
However, it isimportant to note the strikingly large discrepancy between survey and
administrative graduations in the No Treatment group. Fewer than one-tenth of the graduations
reported in the survey for this group appear in the administrative data. By contrast, in the other
research groups about half of the graduations reported in the survey are also in the administrative
data.

If the mismatch in graduations resulted from under-recording in the administrative data, the
higher level of under-recording for the No Treatment group is intuitively plausible; this group
had the smallest incentive and, perhaps, least opportunity to have their graduations officially
recorded. Participants subject to bonuses and sanctions had a financial incentive to report
graduations, while the case managers would record the graduations of the participants under their
care. Respondentsin the No Treatment group had no financial incentive to report a graduation
and no case manager to urge them to do it or to do it for them. The alternative interpretation, that
graduations are over-reported in the survey, does not explain the differing levels of mismatches
between research groups.

If, asit appears, the graduations of No Treatment teens are recorded in the administrative data
less frequently than are the graduations of other groups, one implication is that the administrative
data are seriously flawed as a data source for any comparisons of graduation outcomes across
groups. Consequently, all the analyses of education outcomes that follow are conducted using
the survey data alone.

Comparisons Across the Randomized Groups: Survey Data

The first contrast reported is a straightforward overall program effectiveness measure, comparing
Full Cal-Learn teensto teens receiving no intervention. Participants randomized to the Full Cal-
Learn program graduate at higher rates than participants in the No Treatment group (Table 8.3).
Among respondents age 19 and over, more than 26% of the Full Cal-Learn group graduated or
earned GEDs, compared to less than 16% of the No Treatment group. This difference of nearly
eleven percentage points, which is significant at the .05 level, reflects both more high school
diplomas (a non-significant between-group difference of 4 percentage points) and more GEDs (a
between-group difference of 7 percentage points significant only at the .10 level). This higher
graduation rateis only partially translated into alower dropout rate; the net impact on dropoutsis
not statistically significant.

Among respondents of all ages, the difference in graduation rates is 3 percentage points, 13% for
the Full Cal-Learn group compared to 10% for the No Treatment group, and not statistically
significant. Thisgainismainly dueto astatistically significant 2.7 percentage point difference
in GEDs.

To place these Cal-L earn effects in context, the evaluation of the LEAP program in Ohio also
found GED acquisition rates 2.7 percentage points higher among treatment teens (of all ages),
but graduation from high school 0.6 percentage points lower, than among no treatment
controls.** In our sample, graduations were 0.7 percentage points higher, but the difference was
not statistically significant.
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Table 8.3: Percent of Full Cal-Learn and No Treatment Groups Who Have
Graduated from High School, or Received a GED, or Not Dropped Out

Research Group

Schooling Status Full Cal-Learn  No Treatment Difference
All Respondents
Graduated 7.7 7.0 0.7
GED 5.3 2.5 2. 7%
Graduated or GED 12.9 9.5 34
Not Dropped Out 58.3 54.8 35
Sample Size 441 442
Respondents age 19 and over
Graduated 14.0 10.1 39
GED 12.4 55 6.9*
Graduated or GED 26.4 15.6 10.8*
Not Dropped Out 38.8 35.2 3.7
Sample Size 121 128

SOURCE: Retrospective Survey
NOTE: Independent samples t-tests; Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** <.01; ** < .05; * <.10.

The two treatment conditions considered separately were not associated with as large an effect
on graduations and GEDs as was the Full Cal-Learn treatment. Case-managed teens age
nineteen and over were four percentage points more likely to graduate or get a GED than the
non-case-managed teens (Table 8.4), although the difference is not statistically significant. The
four percentage points gain in graduations among case-managed teens is attributable almost
entirely to higher GED receipt rates, and this gain in GEDs s offset by lower proportions still in
school.

Among teens age nineteen and over, the financia incentives groups had significantly more
graduations and GEDs, a difference of seven percentage points, than the groups without financial
incentives (Table 8.5). The gainin graduationsis not simply amore rapid acquisition of degrees
at the expense of persistence in school; rather, the dropout rate is also lower by four percentage
points among teens subject to financial incentives. One interpretation of these findings is that
financial incentives may have prompted some of the teens to persist in school and to seek regular
diplomas rather than GEDs, perhaps because during the period before they graduate they are
eligible for the progress bonuses.
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Table 8.4: Percent of Teens in Case Managed and Non-Case Managed
Groups Who Have Graduated from High School, Received a GED,
or Not Dropped Out

Treatment Condition

Case No Case
Schooling Status Mgmt Mgmt Difference
All Respondents
Graduated 7.9 7.8 0.1
GED 4.7 3.7 1.0
Graduated or GED 12.5 114 11
Not Dropped Out 57.9 56.6 13
Sample Size 853 867
Respondents age 19 and over
Graduated 10.9 10.7 0.2
GED 11.3 7.5 3.8
Graduated or GED 22.3 18.2 41
Not Dropped Out 40.6 40.3 0.3
Sample Size 229 253

SOURCE: Retrospective Survey

NOTE: Independent samples t-tests; Statistical significance levels are indicated as ** < .01; ** < .05; * <.10.
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Table 8.5: Percent of Teens in Groups Eligible and Ineligible for Financial
Incentives Who Have Graduated
from High School, Received a GED, or Not Dropped Out
Treatment Condition
) Financial No
Schooling Status Incentives Incentives Difference
All Respondents
Graduated 8.1 75 0.6
GED 5.1 3.3 18*
Graduated or GED 13.2 10.8 2.4
Not Dropped Out 58.4 56.1 2.3
Sample Size 866 854
Respondents age 19 and over
Graduated 12.6 8.9 3.7
GED 11.0 7.6 3.3
Graduated or GED 23.6 16.5 7.1%
Not Dropped Out 42.3 38.6 3.7
Sample Size 246 236
SOURCE: Retrospective Survey
NOTE: Independent samples t-tests; Statistical significance levels are indicated as ** < .01; ** < .05; * <.10.

So far, comparisons have been presented for the Full Cal-Learn group compared to the No
Treatment group, and for the overall impacts of case management and financial incentives
aggregated across pairs of cells. An aternative way to assess the impacts of case management
and financial incentives on educational outcomesisto compare separately the Case Management
Only and Financia Incentives Only groupsto the No Treatment group. This approach would be
required if there were a statistically significant interaction between the two interventions when
they combine in the Full Cal-Learn treatment. In fact, the outcomes for the Full Cal-Learn group
are better, but not significantly so, than would be predicted from the sum of the effects of each of
the treatments assessed separately. It ispossible that in analyses with more data for the final
report the estimated interaction between case management and financial incentives will be
statistically significant. If so, then we should estimate the difference on a group-by-group basis,
comparing outcomes for each of the three intervention conditions to the No Treatment condition
asisshown herein Tables 8.6 and 8.7.

Table 8.6 shows the outcomes for participants age 19 and over in each research group. Table 8.7
shows the differences between the No Treatment group and the Case Management Only or
Financial Only group, as well as the differences between those two groups and the Full Cal-
Learn condition. (The Full Cal-Learn —No Treatment contrast was already reported in Table
8.3).
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Table 8.6: Percent of Each Research Group Who Have Graduated from High School,
Received a GED, or Not Dropped Out
Research Group
Financial Full Case Mgmt No
Only Cal-Learn Only Treatment
Respondents age 19 and over
Graduated 11.2 14.0 7.4 10.1
GED 9.6 12.4 10.2 5.5
Graduated or GED 20.8 26.4 17.6 15.6
Not Dropped Out 45.6 38.8 42.6 35.2
Sample Size 125 121 108 128
SOURCE: Retrospective Survey

As Table 8.7 shows, the impact of incentives and case management in combination on
graduations or graduations/GEDs is more powerful than either of the interventions separately,
and appears to be greater even than the sum of the separate treatments. Financial incentives
increase graduation rates, and they increase them more for teens already receiving case
management (9%) than they do for teens not receiving case management (5%). By the same
token, case management increases graduations, and the increase islarger if case management is
provided to teens aready getting financial incentives (6%) than it is for teens who are not already
getting financial incentives (2%). Finally, as Table 8.3 shows, the difference between Full Cal-
Learn and No Treatment in graduations/GEDs is 11%, which is larger than the sum of the
Financial Incentives/ No Treatment difference of 5%, plus the Case Management / No
Treatment difference of 2%. The interaction of case management and financial incentivesis not
statistically significant in either alogistic regression equation or ANOV A, but the data suggest
that the effect of the combined treatment should be tested for future reports.*®
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Table 8.7: Effect of Treatment Components, Alone and In Combination,
on Educational Outcomes for Respondents Age 19 and Over
Financial Incentives Case Management
Financial Only Full C-L vs. CM Only vs. Full C-L vs.
vs. No CM Only No Treatment  Financial Only
Treatment
Educational Outcome
Graduated 1.1 6.6 2.7 2.8
GED 41 2.2 4.7 2.8
Graduated or GED 52 8.8 2.0 5.6
Not Dropped Out 10.4* -3.8 7.4 -6.8
SOURCE: Retrospective Survey
NOTE: Independent samples t-tests; Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** < .01; ** < .05; * <.10.

It seems plausible that while financial incentives alone might be effective for certain students,
case management is critical to the success of others, while for athird group it is the combination
of the treatments that make the difference. This possibility is consistent with findingsin earlier
chapters of this report, which show greater understanding, approval and use of the Cal-Learn
program among the Full Cal-Learn group than other research groups. Seeing a case manager and
knowing that one is eligible for bonuses and sanctions are both strongly associated with
graduating, and the combination of the two might be powerful because case managers reinforce
the bonuses and sanctions, while students facing bonuses and sanctions are motivated to work
with a case manager.

In sum, Case Management Only and Financial Incentives Only are both associated with more,
but not statistically significantly more, graduations than the No Treatment condition. When case
management and financial incentives are combined in the Full Cal-Learn treatment, GEDs and
graduations are higher by nearly eleven percentage points relative to the No Treatment group.
The differenceis statistically significant. Among teensin the Full Cal-Learn group, 14% had
high school diplomas and 12% had GEDs, for atotal of more than 26% completing schooal.
Among teens in the No Treatment group, 10% had high school diplomas and 6% had GEDs, for
atotal of nearly 16% completing school.

Program Effects Under Ideal Implementation

This section explores what might be the maximum possible treatment impacts if the interventions
were fully implemented and fully experienced by recipients. The analysisthat followsis
prompted by the observation that 17% of the teens randomly assigned to case management do
not report ever meeting with a case manager, 21% of the teens assigned to financial incentives
report in the survey that they are not eligible for any bonuses or sanctions, and 35% of the teens
not assigned to financial incentives believed that they were subject to either bonuses or
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sanctions. The complexity of the evaluation and its implementation in four counties while the
rest of the state was operating the full Cal-Learn program may have led to confusion among
participants about the treatments they were facing. If none of the experimenta variants of the
full Cal-Learn program existed, participants knowledge of the incentives and their use of case
management might be better because they would not be confused by knowing other teenage
parents assigned to different treatment conditions. Thisis an important evaluation issue:
program effects are diluted if participants are confused about whether they are subject to an
intervention or do not take advantage of the resources it provides.

The resultsin this section should not be considered impacts that could ever be achieved in the
real world, even were Cal-Learn to be implemented fully and optimally. Rather, they are an
upper bound on what islikely to be possible with this program. They assume, first, that it is even
possible to have all teensin a program meet with a case manager or understand the incentives
they face. A second, less plausible, assumption is that the non-participant teens who would be
brought into implementation in thisideal world would behave the same way as the teens who did
actually experience the interventions in this experiment.*

While most of the survey respondents, particularly those in the three treatment conditions,
realized they were in Cal-Learn, the research groups differed in the extent to which their
perceptions of the treatments they were receiving matched their randomly assigned treatments
(Table 8.8). Assignment to the case management condition is considered to be matched by self-
report if the teen reports having seen her case manager, while assignment to the financial
incentive condition is considered to be matched by self-report if the teens believes sheis eligible
for bonuses or sanctions based on school attendance and achievement. We determine whether
the teens’ perceptions match her random assignment group based on the following. Teensin the
Full Cal-Learn group who report seeing a case manager and believe that they are subject to at
least one of the financial incentives were considered to be correct in their perceptions of their
treatment condition. Teens in the Financial Only group were considered to be correct if they
believe that they are subject to financia incentives and report that they have not seen a case
manager. Teensin the Case Management Only group who report seeing a case manager and do
not believe they are subject to any financial incentives have a correct perception of their
intervention. Finally, for teensin the No Treatment group to be correct in their perceived
treatment, they must either say they are not in Cal-Learn or that they are neither subject to
financial incentives nor saw a case manager.

Only about forty percent of the respondents in the Financial Incentives Only and Case
Management Only conditions reported receiving the matching treatment. These proportions are
low because many respondents in the Case Management Only group erroneously think they are
also eligible for financial incentives and, analogously, many teensin the Financial Only group
also report seeing a case manager. About sixty percent of the No Treatment group had
experiences that matched their assignment: they either believed they were not in Cal Learn or
they believed they had not experienced either of the treatments. In contrast, nearly eighty
percent of the teensin the Full Cal-Learn condition had, as intended, seen a case manager and
also believed they were eligible for bonuses or sanctions. This suggests that the full Cal-Learn
program is operating among most participants asit isintended to, at least if the four research
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counties are representative of the entire state. Most participantsin the full program both know
that they are eligible for incentives and have seen a case manager.

Table 8.8: Percent of Teens Whose Reported Treatment
Matches Their Randomized Condition by Research Group
Research Group
Financial Ful Case Mgmt No Al
Only Cal-Learn Only Treatment
All Respondents
Percent in randomized group 42.4 79.1 39.3 61.8 56.0
who say they got the
matching treatment
Sample Size 425 441 412 442 1720
Respondents age 19 and over
Percent in randomized group 40.0 74.4 40.7 62.5 54.8
who say they got the
matching treatment
Sample Size 125 121 108 128 482
SOURCE: Retrospective Survey

Table 8.9 summarizes the educational outcomes for respondents age nineteen and over in the
four randomized groups, and in randomized groups restricted to those who received matching
treatments. These results demonstrate two important points. First, graduation rates for the
subset of the randomized groups that match their assigned treatments are different than
graduation rates for the full groups. 1t does matter that ateen is aware of, and thinks sheis
receiving, the treatment to which sheis assigned. Program effects for the two case-managed
groups are larger when the sample is restricted to teens who believe they received the
intervention. Among the two groups assigned to financial incentives, good outcomes are more
likely if the teens believe that they are subject to those incentives. However, among the
Financial Only group, graduation rates are lowered when those who say they have seen acase
manager are excluded, and the overall result is that the matched group graduates at alower rate
than the unrestricted group. Finally, the No Treatment group has many fewer graduates if it is
confined to two groups. those who did not see a case manager and did not believe they could get
abonus or sanction and those who did not think they werein Cal-Learn.

The second important result is that teens assigned to the No Treatment group who did not
experience either of the treatments, a circumstance that presumably would have described all
Californiateen parents prior to Cal-Learn, graduate and persist in school at a substantially lower
rate than virtually all other groups of teens. Only 13% of this group report earning a diploma or
GED. Almost al of the contrasts relative to the No Treatment group that can be calculated from
Table 8.9 are statistically significant, whether the intervention teens are categorized by their
randomized treatment only, or by the combination of their randomized and reported treatment.
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The contrast between the No Treatment matched group and the Full Cal-Learn group is striking:
26% of the randomized Full Cal-Learn teens and 29% of the matched Full Cal-Learn teens report
graduating compared to 16% of the randomized No Treatment group and 13% of the matched No
Treatment teens.

Table 8.9: Graduations from High School, GEDs and Not Dropping Out:
Randomized Research Groups and “Ideal” Research Groups
Number in Pct Graduated Pct Not
Respondents age 19 and over Sample or GED Dropped Out
Assigned to Financial Only condition 125 20.8 45.6
Assigned to Financial Only, believes gets 50 18.0 54.0
incentives and did not report seeing a CM
Assigned to Full Cal-Learn 121 26.4 38.8
Assigned to Full Cal-Learn and saw a case 90 28.9 42.2
manager and believes gets financial incentives
Assigned to Case Management Only 108 17.6 42.6
Assigned to CM Only and saw a case manager 44 31.8 50.0
and did not think she gets financial incentives
Assigned to No Treatment 128 15.6 35.2
Assigned to No Treatment and did not see a CM 80 12.5 275
and does not believe gets financial incentives
SOURCE: Retrospective Survey

Multivariate Analysis

Table 8.10 reports the results of amultiple logistic regression model conducted on the sample of
respondents age nineteen and over, with graduation or GED receipt as the dependent variable.
The purpose of this model istwo-fold. First, it tests the three intervention conditions—Full Cal-
Learn, Case Management Only and Financial Only—against the No Treatment condition, to see
which, if any, of these treatments have a statistically significant impact. This regression expands
our knowledge about which aspects of the Cal-Learn program are most effective.

Second, the model incorporates statistical controls for some variables that could be hypothesized
to affect graduation rates independent of the Cal-Learn program. County of residence, for
example, might have an independent effect on graduations due either to the county’ s social and
economic environment or due to the way the county implemented the Cal-L earn program or
evaluation. Demographic variables also might influence graduation rates. Additionaly, in some
circumstances a multivariate regression model provides greater statistical power than bivariate
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analyses and therefore the effects of the three interventions might be estimated with greater
precision in this regression model than in the bivariate comparisons. Since the added control
variables are similarly distributed across the four research conditions there was no reason to
expect that including them would alter our previous conclusions about the differences between
the research groupsin their graduation rates, and, in fact, the conclusions do not change.

The controls, or covariates, are: age at interview, months of participation in the evaluation,
county of residence, speaking alanguage other than English, race and ethnicity, and whether the
respondent was already a mother at Cal-Learn enrollment. Agein yearsisincluded because
older individuals have had more time to complete high school. Months of program participation
isincluded to assess the possible presence of a*“dose” effect, with more Cal-Learn exposure
increasing the likelihood of graduating; and county of residence controls for the economic,
educational, social, and programmatic characteristics of each of the counties. Race and ethnicity
are included because other research has shown graduation rates to vary along these dimensions.
Finally, respondents who were already mothers at Cal-Learn enrollment might have already
experienced setbacks in their education as aresult of early childbearing before they entered the
program, while respondents who were not yet mothers but only pregnant might have been less
educationally disadvantaged at entry. Absent from the model are analyses that control for
participants’ prior experiences in school and in the welfare program, as well as more detailed
descriptors of her family background, attachment to school, and so forth. Analyses that include
these characteristics are planned for the final report.

Among the control variables, only being Asian or Filipinais a statistically significant predictor
of graduation in thismodel; Asian and Filipina participants graduate at higher rates than do
Latinas.
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Table 8.10: Logistic Regression Predicting Graduation or GED
Among Survey Respondents Age Nineteen and Over

Characteristic Beta Exp(Beta) Std. Error p-value

Cal-Learn Experience

Number of active months 0.02 1.02 0.03 0.46
Counties
Los Angeles -0.45 0.63 0.29 0.11
Alameda -0.85 0.43 0.54 0.12
San Joaquin 0.29 1.33 0.35 0.42
San Bernardino (reference —_ — — —
category)

Demographic

Age at interview -0.15 0.86 0.30 0.61
Primary language not English -0.76 0.47 0.60 0.20
African American 0.22 1.24 0.34 0.52
Asian or Filipino 1.66 5.24 0.65 0.01*
Other race/ethnicity 0.30 1.35 0.64 0.63
White -0.03 0.97 0.31 0.92
Hispanic/Latino (reference — — — —
category)
Already a mother at C-L entry 0.28 1.32 0.25 0.25
Cal-Learn Research Groups
Financial Only 0.40 1.49 0.34 0.24
Case Management Only 0.16 1.18 0.36 0.65
Full Cal-Learn 0.66 1.93 0.33 0.04**
No Treatment (reference — — — —
category)

SOURCE: Retrospective Survey and County administrative data.
NOTE: Independent samples t-tests; Statistical significance levels are indicated as ***<.01, **<.05, *<.10.

The regression coefficients for the experimental program treatments measure the effects of being
in these conditions as compared to being in the No Treatment group. Only the Full Cal-Learn
treatment is statistically significant, meaning that teensin this group are significantly more likely
than the No Treatment group to graduate or earn GEDs. Being in the Full Cal-Learn group
nearly doubles awoman’s odds of graduating. For example, if without the program she had
started with a 16% chance of graduating, her chances with the program go up to 27%. This latter
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effect, estimated from the multiple regression model, is virtualy identical to the simple
difference in graduations between No Treatment (16% graduating/ GED) and Full Cal-Learn
(26% graduating/GED) observed for participants age nineteen and over (see Table 8.3), and the
level of statistical significanceisalso similar. Thisisareassuring, but unsurprising, consonance
between results using different statistical models. It indicates that our results describing the
effects of Cal-Learn are robust, and are not dependent on idiosyncratic approaches to the data.
Thisresult is, however, based on interim data and reflects only the minority of Cal-Learn
participants who have reached the age of nineteen. Thefinal report will provide a more reliable
report of program effects based on a larger sample and alonger period of program
implementation.

Chapter Summary: Impacts of School Enrollment, Graduation & GED Attainment

The analyses presented in this chapter suggest that the Full Cal-Learn condition is more
effective for educational outcomes than either financial incentives alone, or case
management alone, and is associated with significantly more graduations and GEDs than
the No Treatment group. Among respondents age 19 and over, 26% of those randomly
assigned to the Full Cal-Learn group have graduated or earned GEDs, compared to 21%
of thosein the Financial Only group, 18% of those in the Case Management Only group
and 16% of those in the No Treatment group.

Both treatments—case management and financia incentives—contribute to the overall
effectiveness of the Full Cal-Learn treatment.

The program appears to achieve its ends by convincing most participants that they are,
indeed, subject to bonuses and sanctions and by inducing most of them to work with a
case manager. Eighty-seven percent of Full Cal-Learn respondents believe they are
subject to at least one of the financial incentives and 83% report seeing a case manager.

Participants who believe they are subject to financial incentives or have seen a case
manager have substantially higher rates of graduation or GED than clients who do not.

In short, the interim evaluation has identified statistically significant results supporting
Cal-Learn, and also has provided data which suggest that the program mechanisms—
case management and bonuses and sanctions—may be working largely as intended to
motivate and assist the teenage parents in increasing educational achievement.
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| X. IMPACTSON EMPLOYMENT AND WELFARE RECEIPT
I ntroduction

This chapter examines the employment and welfare receipt outcomes for former Cal-Learn
participants in our research sample. The Cal-Learn program is designed to help teens stay in
school and graduate, with economic self-sufficiency intended as along-term outcome of the
program (See Figure 9.1). A participant’s employment while sheis enrolled in the Cal-Learn
program might detract from her achieving the program’s stated goal of increased education.
Hence, this chapter will include analysis of employment and welfare receipt only for teenswho
have exited from the Cal-Learn program.

Figure 9.1 Expected Process and Timing of Successful Outcomes

Who When What

Enrolled in School/
Younger .
Teens Attending School

While
enrolled in <<_|

Cal-Learn
\A Graduated or

Earned GED
v After Employed
Older Cal-Learn i
Teens Exit
Off Aid

To describe the outcomes for these exited Cal-Learn participants it isimportant to consider the
circumstances under which a participant exited from the Cal-Learn program. We look at each
teen’s exit status to see how many teens have exited the program and the reason their Cal-Learn
participation ended. We then look at the teen’s exit date to determine the amount of post Cal-
Learn time available in our data sources in which we might observe employment and welfare
effects. Characteristics of these teens' families at exit give us other indications of the effects that
might be expected. In the second and third parts of the chapter we discuss, respectively, teens
post-Cal-L earn employment and earnings, and their welfare participation.
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Different Exit Statuses

This chapter examines teens who have finished their Cal-Learn experience in one of the four
research counties. These are teens who have a Cal-L earn status code in their county case records
indicating that at some point before the end of our observation period they had either graduated,
aged out of the program, moved out of aresearch county, or became otherwise ineligible for Cal-
Learn. Asof June 1997, the end of the county administrative data for thisinterim report, there
are 1,691 teens whom we observe leaving the Cal-Learn program and not returning during our
observation period. Table 9.1 shows the distribution of program status for our sample.*’

Table 9.1: Cal-Learn Program Status as of June 1997 for Administrative Sample
Program Status Number of Teens  Percentage of Total
Active 1499 46.8%
Deferred 11 0.3%
Exits 1691 52.9%
Interim EXxits
Moved 95 3.0%
Ineligible 607 19.0%
Final Exits
Graduated 223 7.0%
Aged Out 766 23.9%
Total 3201 100%
SOURCE: County administrative data

Timing of Cal-Learn Exits

Figure 9.2 shows the cumulative timing of Cal-Learn exits.’® Very few teens who exited did so
in the first year of the program (6%). In fact, less than half of our sample of exited teens left
Cal-Learn by October 1996 (49%). The two data sources we use for this interim evaluation of
employment and welfare receipt extend through different pointsin 1997. Therefore, for the
majority of our sample of exited teens, only a short observation period in which to find post Cal-
Learn effectsis available. On average, only 2 quarters of potential employment or 13 months of
potential public assistance after exit from Cal-Learn are observable.
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Figure 9.2: Cumulative Number of Cal-Learn Exits Over Time
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SOURCE: County administrative data

Characteristics at Exit

This section describes some characteristics of the Cal-Learn teen and her family at exit. It
reveals a highly disadvantaged population who may have difficulty attaining self-sufficiency.

Three times more teens leave the Cal-L earn program by exceeding the program’s age limit than
by graduation. Only 13% of the teens who leave the Cal-Learn program do so with the
equivalent of a high school degree. The average age of a Cal-Learn teen at exit is 18 yearsand 9
months. Her youngest child is slightly older than 1 year, at 15 months of age.

These young women may have a difficult time competing with older and more experienced
peoplein the job market. The young ages of their children make access to child care an
important consideration to employment. In the quarter in which they exit Cal-Learn, 11% of
teens are employed. The mean quarterly earnings of those employed is $1042. Earnings just
barely over $1000 a quarter do not reflect employment that allows financial independence.

Few teens simultaneously leave aid and exit from the Cal-Learn program. In the first full month
after their exit from Cal-Learn, 92% of teens remain on AFDC. Only 3% are off aid completely,
and the remaining 5% are on a continuing Medi-Cal program or some other program that
provides Medi-Cal coverage.

In sum, the teens who exit the program are young and have very young children. Their job
prospects are hindered by this, and by their low graduation rates. They are almost always still on
aid when they leave the Cal-Learn program, very few of them are working, and those who are
working earn very little.
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Outcomes Examined

We now examine post Cal-Learn employment and welfare receipt for teens who have exited the
Cal-Learn program. Outcomes are analyzed for all teens, aswell asfor subgroups. These
subgroups are based on age and on the reason for exit from Cal-Learn. Much of our analysis
examines the entire period for which we have data from the time the teen exited. Because this
amount of time will vary for the teens, we frequently examine variables that describe a
percentage of time since exit rather than a discrete number of months or quarters. Outcomes at
the end of the data coverage period are also examined.

Our analysisincludes identifying Cal-Learn program effects on employment and welfare receipt
through three sets of pair-wise comparisons, with differences tested statistically using
independent samplest-tests. We first compare the Full Cal-Learn group to the No Treatment
group, to find the effects of the combined treatment components compared to neither treatment.
We then compare the groups eligible for case management with the groups ineligible to find the
effect of case management, and perform similar comparisons between the groups subject to
financial incentives and those not.

Since most of the Cal-Learn exits do not occur until 1996 or later, we observe participants
experiences for only a short period of time after they exit Cal-Learn. We do not expect to find
in thislimited amount of data indications of large program effects on employment and welfare
receipt. Nor do we expect to see many teens having progressed far towards self-sufficiency.
Most of them are, after al, till very young. Moreover, self-sufficiency is not a short-term
phenomenon so brief periods of employment or breaks in welfare receipt are not necessarily
indicative of long-term self-sufficiency. The longer observation periods that will be available for
the next report may shed more light on attainment of self-sufficiency among former Cal-Learn
participants. Despite these limitations to the analysis, it isimportant to see how former Cal-
Learn participants are doing in the interim and hope that the results reflect what may be more
evident in the final evaluation report.

Employment Outcomes

M easurement of Employment

Data Sources

Quarterly employment data from the Employment Development Department are used to examine
aresearch participant's employment after leaving the Cal-Learn program. Data are available
beginning when the teen turns 16 until the second quarter of 1997 for all covered employment.”

Variables

Three employment outcome variables are considered. The first variable identifies whether or not
the former Cal-Learn participant ever had any covered employment from the time she exited the
Cal-Learn program to the end of our data coverage period, the second quarter of 1997. The
second variable is how much of her post Cal-Learn time she was employed. Thisis measured as
a percentage of quarters since exit that the former Cal-Learn teen was employed. The third
variable is her average quarterly earnings when employed. Quarterly earnings are averaged only
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for those quarters in which ateen had earnings. Most of the analysisis done examining

employment throughout the entire period since exit. We also do analysis at a point in time, the
end of our data coverage period. These variables will help us understand the nature of the teens
employment and allow us to gauge the financial independence of former Cal-L earn participants.

Samples
The sample used for this analysisis the subset of teens from the interim evaluation

administrative sample for whom we have the opportunity to observe at least one quarter of post
Cal-Learn employment, i.e. those who exited Cal-Learn by April 1997. This group consists of
1,535 former Cal-Learn participants. Subgroup analysisis done for al teens based on age, as
well asfor the 905 teens who have graduated or aged out by April 1997.%

Overall Outcomes

Table 9.2 shows that overall, 25% of the 1,398 teens who exit the Cal-Learn program are
employed in some form of UI/DI covered employment after the time they exit. The Cal-Learn
research group who received both financial incentives and case management is most likely to
have post-Cal-L earn employment (28%), while the Cal-L earn research group who received no
treatment is least likely to be employed (24%).

Table 9.2: Post Cal-Learn Employment Indicators for All Exited Teens by Research Group

Research Group

Financial Full Case Mgmt No Al
Variable Only Cal-Learn Only Treatment
Percent Ever Employed 254 27.9 24.3 23.7 25.3
Percent of Time Employed 16.3 18.3 16.8 159 16.8
Quarterly Earnings 1043.68 967.56 1093.62 1109.64  1051.36
Sample Size 342 340 358 358 1398

SOURCE: UC DATA calculations from employment data
NOTE: Quarterly earnings are averaged only for those quarters and women with positive earnings.

Table 9.2 also shows that atypical former Cal-Learn participant is employed on average 17% of
the time since her exit from Cal-Learn. Thisisequivalent to about half a quarter of employment.
Once again, the group receiving the full Cal-Learn treatment has the highest percentage of time
employed (18%), while the group receiving no treatment has the lowest percentage of time
employed (16%).

The average quarterly earnings of all former Cal-Learn participants, reported in Table 9.2, is
$1051. While those receiving the full Cal-Learn treatment are most likely to be employed, they
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have the lowest average quarterly earnings of all four research groups ($968). Although thosein
the group receiving no treatment are least likely to be employed, their average quarterly earnings
while employed are the highest of all research groups at $1,110.

In examining the results of our three comparison tests we find that none of our tests show any
statistically significant differences between those receiving a particular treatment component and
those not. Generally, however, the group subject to a particular treatment (Full Cal-Learn, case
management, or financial incentives) is more likely to be employed than the group that is not
receiving the treatment.

Outcomes by Age

Age at the time of exit isan important determinant of the employability of the former Cal-Learn
participants. Generally employment israre for very young teens. Therefore, the analysisin this
section is done for two age groups: those that were 18 when they left the Cal-Learn program and
those that were 19 at exit.

Teens age 18 at time of exit

On average, 28% of the 359 teens age 18 at Cal-Learn exit are employed at any time after their
exit. Distinguishing among the research groups, the pattern that held for the entire sample of
exits holds here: the Full Cal-Learn group receiving both financial incentives and case
management is most likely to be employed (35%), while the No Treatment group is least likely
to be employed (21%). Thisdifferenceis statistically significant at the .10 level. On average, all
teens age 18 at time of exit are employed 18% of their post Cal-Learn time. The average former
Cal-Learn participant who was 18 years old at exit earns $1067 per employed quarter.

Teens age 19 at time of exit

Of the 847 teens age 19 or older at time of exit, 24% are employed at some point after leaving
the Cal-Learn program. The group receiving financial incentives alone is marginally more likely
to be employed (26%) than any other research group. Around 23% of the case managed groups
are employed after Cal-Learn. Former Cal-Learn participants who were 19 years old at exit are
employed 16% of their post Cal-Learntime. Average quarterly earnings for this group are
$1061.

Comparison of teens age 18 with those age 19 at exit

No statistically significant differences at the .05 level in employment are found for the group age
18 at time of exit, although the differences do follow a general pattern. In all three comparison
tests, the group receiving some form of Cal-Learn treatment has higher percentages of
employment (using both measures) and higher average quarterly earnings than its corresponding
control group.

No statistically significant differences are found in any of our employment outcome comparisons
for the 19 year old age group either. In genera, however, the differences in the percentage of
teens employed are larger for the 18 year old group than for the 19 year old group.
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It may seem surprising to find that 18 year olds are more employable than 19 year olds, but this
isnot ageneral result; it isan artifact of our sample. In our sample, teens age 18 at exit are more
likely to have a high school degree than teens age 19 at exit. Teensage 19 at exit generally aged
out of the Cal-Learn program. As the next section shows, graduates have higher employment
rates than teens who aged oui.

Outcomes by Exit Status

The way teens exit the Cal-Learn program may also matter for employment. Those teens who
obtain a high school degree should be more employable than teens who age out of the Cal-Learn
program. To test this hypothesis, we compare the group graduating or passing an equivalency
exam with the group aging out. Thisallows usto seeif graduating leads to better employment
outcomes, as implied by the Cal-Learn program theory.

Since administrative data and survey data may capture different graduations, we compare
outcomes based on both sources. (See Chapter V111 for adiscussion of differencesin
graduations by data source.)

Outcomes for Teens Who Graduate Or Pass An Equivalency Exam

Graduations in the administrative data. On average, 37% of the 163 teens who have
graduations indicated in the County Administrative Data have some post Cal-L earn employment.
Thetypical graduate is employed 25% of the time after leaving Cal-Learn and earns an average
quarterly amount of $973. The three comparison tests looking for treatment effectsin this group
do not produce any statistically significant differences for any of the employment outcome
variables. However, the graduates in the groups receiving treatment are more likely to have post
Cal-Learn employment than graduates in the relevant control groups. Graduates in the No
Treatment group are least likely to ever have been employed, and on average earn the least in a
guarter of the four research groups. Graduates in the Full Cal-Learn group are most likely to be
employed and are employed the most amount of time.

Graduations in the survey data. As Chapter V111 shows, there are differencesin the
reporting of graduations between the administrative data and survey data. On average 36% of
the 114 teens who report graduations in the Retrospective Survey have some employment after
graduating. Thetypical teen in this group works 24% of the time since graduating and earns
average quarterly earnings of $1187.*

Comparison of employment by source of graduation data. Our findings based on survey
graduations are generally consistent with our findings from graduations reported in the County
Administrative Data. For neither data source did any differences between the group receiving
treatment and the relevant no treatment group prove to be statistically significant.

Outcomes For Teens Who Age Out of Cal-Learn

On average, 23% of the 666 teens who aged out of Cal-Learn had some post-Cal-Learn
employment. Former Cal-Learn participants work on average 15% of the time since their exit,
and typically earn $1064 per quarter. The group receiving no treatment is least likely to have
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post-Cal-Learn employment, and is employed the lowest percentage of time. All comparisons
performed on the teens who aged out of Cal-Learn produced no statistically significant
differences between groups for all employment outcome variables.

Comparison of Teens Who Graduate With Those Who Age Out

In the comparison between the group graduating or passing an equivalency exam with the group
that ages out of Cal-Learn, graduates are more likely to be employed and are employed alarger
percentage of time since exit. Since the employment outcomes for graduates based on survey
data are similar to those based on administrative data, we use outcomes for graduates based on
administrative data for these comparisons. Table 9.3 shows that former Cal-Learn participants
who exit by graduation are at least 50% more likely to have some post Cal-Learn employment
than teens who exit Cal-Learn because they age out. The results are similar to those found when
examining the percentage of time employed. On average, teens who exit because of graduation
work 25% of the time since leaving Cal-Learn. Teenswho leave Cal-Learn because they age out
work only 15% of the time. These differences are all statistically significant at the .01 level.
While participants who graduate are more likely to have employment, they earn less than teens
who leave Cal-Learn by aging out. However, the difference between the average earnings of
these groupsis only $92 per quarter and is not statistically significant.

Table 9.3: Post Cal-Learn Employment Indicators for Teens
With Final Exits by Exit Status

Exit Status
Variable Graduates Aged Out Difference
Percent with Employment 36.8 23.1 13.7%
Percent of Time Employed 24.7 154 9.3%
Quarterly Earnings 972.80 1064.39 -91.59

SOURCE: UC DATA calculations from employment data

NOTE: Quarterly earnings are averaged only for those quarters and women with positive earnings.
Statistical significance levels are indicated as ** <.01; ** <.05; * <.10.

Graduates are teens with administrative data indicated an exit from Cal-Learn because of graduating
from high school or passing the GED.

Employment at the End of the Data Coverage Period

In the last quarter of wage data (second quarter of 1997), 18% of teens who have exited Cal-
Learn are employed. The group receiving the full Cal-Learn treatment is most likely to be
employed (19%), while the group receiving no treatment is least likely to be employed (17%).
Average quarterly earnings during the second quarter of 1997 is $1,454, which is higher than the
overall average of post-Cal-Learn earnings for all time since exit. Again the lowest average
quarterly earnings are for the group most likely to be employed, the Full Cal-Learn treatment
group. However, none of these differencesis statistically significant. In fact, in none of the
three comparisons are statistically significant differences found.

88



Summary of Employment Outcomes

In general, we find amost no statistically significant differences among treatment conditionsin
our analysis of employment outcomes. However, there seems to be a pattern of increased
employment in groups receiving treatment. The only clear statistically significant differences
seem to be in the comparison of former Cal-Learn participants who leave Cal-L earn because of
graduation with those who age out of the program. We find that graduates are more likely to be
employed and are employed for a greater percentage of time. Graduation does seem to increase
employment, and thisis consistent with the goals of the Cal-Learn program. In general, we find
the average quarterly earnings of employed former Cal-Learn participants to be low. Earnings of
sightly over $1000 per quarter is approximately equivalent to 40% of the federal poverty level
for atwo-person family.

Welfare Receipt Outcomes

M easurement of Welfare Receipt

Data Sources

Welfare program participation indicators from the Assistance History datais used to examine a
Cal-Learn teen’ s post-Cal-Learn welfare receipt. These data contain monthly indicators of
program participation. All programs that include Medi-Cal eligibility are covered in these data.
These data come from a statewide database and afford us the opportunity to examine ateen’s
welfare receipt not only in research counties but throughout California. Once the teens leave
Cal-Learn, these data are the only administrative source of welfare participation data available to
this evaluation. Assistance History data are available for this interim report through December
1997.

Variables

We have four measures of post-Cal-Learn welfare receipt. The four measures are the percent of
time since exiting that the former Cal-Learn teen participated in four categories of public
assistance. Thefirst measure isthe percent of time sheisnot on any assistance that would make
her eligible for Medi-Cal. Our next measure is the percent of time the former Cal-Learn
participant ison AFDC/TANF. Thefinal two measures are the percent of time sheison a
continuing Medi-Cal program, such as Transitional Medi-Cal, and the percent of time sheison
some other Medi-Cal program. The use of a continuing Medi-Cal program is often an indication
of arecipient earning enough to be off AFDC, yet still requiring the medical insurance benefits
of Medi-Cal. Aswas done for employment, these measures are examined over the entire post-
Cal-Learn period as well as at the last month of our data coverage period. Our measurement of
post-Cal-L earn public assistance includes only program participation after the teen has turned 18
years old.”

Samples
The sample used for this analysisis the subset of teens from the interim evaluation

administrative data sample who have exited by June 1997. Asour statewide administrative data
for assistance history continues through December 1997, we have an opportunity to observe at
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least 6 months of post Cal-Learn public assistance for this sample of 1,691 people.® In generd,
the analysis of this section closely follows the analysis of employment outcomes. We consider
various subgroup analyses restricted by age and exit status. The only difference being that we
consider graduations that occur on or before June 1997, as opposed to April 1997 in the
employment analysis. As of this date, we find 177 graduations in the Retrospective Survey data.

Overall Outcomes

Asshownin Table 9.4, former Cal-Learn participants are still most likely to be on AFDC over
their entire post Cal-Learn period. We find that 64% of the time teens are on AFDC. Lessthan a
guarter of the time teens are off assistance. The remaining 14% of the time the teens are either

on some form of continuing Medi-Cal or other program that offers Medi-Cal eligibility. We see
no substantive differences among research groups. In our three comparison tests thereis no
evidence of any programmatic effect leading to decreased welfare receipt.

Table 9.4: Post Cal-Learn Welfare Receipt for All Exited Teens by Research Group
Research Group
_ Financial Full Case Mgmt No All
Percent of Time Only Cal-Learn Only Treatment
Off Assistance 22.5 21.0 20.7 219 21.5
On AFDC 64.0 63.5 63.5 63.1 64.1
On Continuing Medi-Cal 8.4 8.7 9.6 9.7 9.1
On Other Medi-Cal 5.2 4.8 6.2 53 54
Sample Size 381 401 389 406 1577
SOURCE: UC DATA calculations from assistance history data

Outcomes by Age

Aswas done in the employment outcomes section, outcomes by age at exit are examined
separately for those who were age 18 at exit and those who were 19.

Teens age 18 at time of exit

Teens age 18 at exit are on AFDC a shorter amount of time than all exited teens overall (53%
versus 64%). On average only 30% of their post Cal-Learn time are they off aid entirely. The
four research groups are generally similar. We find amost no statistically significant differences
in the comparisons for this group.
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Teens age 19 at time of exit

We also find no statistically significant differences when examining teens who were age 19 at
time of exit. The four research groups are similar to each other, spending on average 73% of
their post Cal-Learn time on AFDC and 15% of the time off assistance.

Comparison of teens age 18 with those age 19 at exit

All teens, no matter their age at exit, on average spend a mgority of the time after their Cal-
Learn exit on AFDC. Teens age 19 at exit spend alarger percentage of time on AFDC than teens
age 18 at time of exit and correspondingly alower percentage of time off assistance. Effects
from Cal-Learn treatment are not apparent in either group.

Outcomes by Exit Status

Impacts for Teens Who Graduate or Pass An Equivalency Exam
We compare outcomes for graduates based on two sources of information: the county
administrative data and data from the Retrospective Survey.

Graduations in the administrative data. The 221 graduates in the county administrative
data spend 11% of their post Cal-Learn time off assistance. Still, amajority of the post Cal-
Learn time for these graduates is spent on AFDC, 77% of the time. The Case Management Only
group seems to spend the least amount of time on AFDC (70%), and the most amount of time off
assistance (15%) among the four research groups. No statistically significant differencesin our
three comparison tests of programmatic effects are found.

Graduations in the survey data. Similar results are found when using the 177 graduations
reported in the survey data. Overall, 74% of the graduates’ post Cal-Learn time is spent on
AFDC, and 12% of the time is spent off assistance. Aswas found with graduatesin the
administrative data, the Case Management Only group spends the least amount of time on AFDC
and the most amount of time off assistance among the four research groups.

Comparison of welfare receipt by source of graduation data.  Findings for graduates
from both sources of graduations are substantively similar. For welfare receipt outcomes there
are no statistically significant treatment effects found for graduates regardless of the source of
graduation indicator.

Impacts for Teens Who Age Out of Cal-Learn

On average, the 763 teens who leave the Cal-Learn program by aging out spend 13% of their
post Cal-Learn time off assistance and 75% of the time on AFDC. We find that case managed
teens spend a dlightly higher percentage of time on assistance than non-case managed teens (78%
VS. 74%). Thisresult issignificant at the .10 level, but few other statistically significant
differences are apparent.

Comparison of Teens Who Graduate With Those Who Age Out

Unlike the differential impacts found in the analysis of employment outcomes, teens who
graduate (according to the administrative data) are not significantly different from teens who age
out of Cal-Learn in their welfare participation. Teens who age out spend slightly more time off
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assistance and dlightly less time on AFDC than graduates. The differences found are small and
are not statistically significant. This contrasts with the highly significant differences found for
employment in the comparison of these groups.

Waelfare Receipt in December 1997

Since the data observation window post Cal-Learn is short, it may be more illuminating to look
at the furthest point in our window, December 1997, to see independence from welfare
participation. Asshown in Table 9.5, in that month, only 57% of the same teens are on AFDC.
Thisisin comparison with 64% over the entire post Cal-Learn period. No statistically
significant differences are apparent in our comparison tests of treatment effects.

Table 9.5: Post Cal-Learn Welfare Receipt during December 1997
Among Exited Teens by Research Group
Research Group

Financial Full Case Mgmt No Al

Percent of Teens Only Cal-Learn Only Treatment
Off Assistance 29.9 26.9 29.8 30.3 29.2
On AFDC 56.2 60.1 56.8 53.4 56.6
On Continuing Medi-Cal 6.6 7.2 5.7 8.6 7.0
On Other Medi-Cal 7.3 5.7 7.7 7.6 7.1
Sample Size 381 401 389 406 1577

SOURCE: UC DATA calculations from assistance history data

Summary of Welfare Receipt Outcomes

Few statistically significant differences are found when we test for treatment effects on welfare
receipt. During the short post Cal-Learn period observable at this time, former Cal-Learn
participants spent amajority of their post Cal-Learn time on AFDC. Teenswho had final exits
from Cal-Learn (graduates and those who aged out of Cal-Learn) spent close to three-quarters of
their time since exit on AFDC.

Combining Employment and Welfare Receipt Post Cal-Learn
This section looks at the combination of employment and welfare receipt outcomes to examine
how former Cal-L earn participants support themselves after they exit from Cal-Learn. Only
welfare receipt through June 1997 is considered in order to be comparable to the employment
data coverage period.
Table 9.6 shows that fewer than 1% of the former Cal-Learn participants have employment
without being on Medi-Cal since their exit from Cal-Learn. The mgjority, 70%, are on public
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assistance without any covered employment. Of the exited teensin this analysis, 4% are not
observed to have any employment or welfare receipt. It isunclear how these women support
themselves. The remaining 25% are observed to be both on assistance and employed since their
Cal-Learn exit. The mgjority of this group is on assistance a higher percentage of time than they
are employed.* We find no clear difference among research groups in this analysis.

Table 9.6: Percent of Exited Teens Employed, on Assistance, or Both,
After Exit by Research Group
R hG
' . esearch Group yage of
Employment and Financial Full Case Mgmt No All

Welfare Receipt Only Cal-Learn Only Treatment
Not employed, Not on aid 5.6 35 2.8 45 41
Employed, Not on aid 0.7 0.0 0.9 1.2 0.7
On aid, Not employed 68.5 67.1 734 711 70.1
Both employment and aid 25.2 29.4 22.9 23.2 25.1
Sample Size 305 310 319 332 100.0

SOURCE: UC DATA calculations from employment and assistance history data

Chapter Summary: Impacts on Employment and Welfar e Receipt

We are only examining employment and welfare receipt outcomes after Cal-L earn exit.
At thistime, only 53% of the research sample has exited Cal-Learn. Only half of these
exits (31%) arefinal exits. This makes the sample sizesin our analyses small.

Employment and welfare receipt outcomes are expected to be longer-term outcomes of
the Cal-Learn program, but at this interim evaluation point, the average post Cal-Learn
follow up period is approximately half ayear of employment and one year of welfare
participation.

Thetypical Cal-Learn teen and her child are very young when they exit Cal-Learn. Only
13% of exited teens have graduated high school. These characteristics may be obstacles
to obtaining self-sufficient employment.

Few teens are employed, and few stop receiving AFDC, at the time that they exit the Cal-
Learn program.

A guarter of former Cal-Learn participants are found to have some employment since
exiting Cal-Learn.
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Average quarterly earnings found for women who have employment are approximately
40% of the federal poverty level for atwo-person family.

Graduates are much more likely to have post Cal-Learn employment than teens who age
out of Cal-Learn. Thisis consistent with Cal-Learn program goals.

Former Cal-Learn participants spend a mgority of their time since exit on AFDC.
There are no indications that any treatment affected post Cal-Learn welfare receipt.

Approximately 70% of those who exit spend some time on AFDC and are not employed
at al after leaving Cal-Learn.

Evaluation of employment and welfare receipt among participants after they have left the
Cal-Learn program will benefit from more data, both from more teens exiting Cal-Learn
and alonger follow-up period.
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X. SUMMARY AND NEXT STEPS

The interim evaluation of Cal-Learn provides some insights into the operation and effects of the
program sinceitsinception in 1994. Thisfinal chapter reviews the main conclusions of the
evaluation to date, discusses qualifications on these conclusions due to data limitations, suggests
implications of the interim findings, and previews the ways in which the final report will build
upon thisinterim work. It should be emphasized that the conclusions of this report, although
noteworthy, are based upon data narrower in scope than those available for the final report. That
final report, scheduled for Spring 2000, will provide results based on larger samples, additional
data sources and alonger window of observation.

Principal Findings

This evaluation was designed to estimate the separate and combined effects of Cal-Learn’s two
main program components: intensive case management and financial incentives for school
progress. The analyses so far indicate that high school graduation or GED receipt is more
frequent among Cal-Learn clients who are eligible for both these components than among teen
parents not eligible for case management or incentives. The differences between these groups
were quite large: again of four percentage pointsin high-school diplomas and seven percentage
pointsin GEDs, for atotal gain of eleven percentage pointsin graduation rates. Looking at the
two program components separately, we find that graduation/GED rates were seven percentage
points higher for teens subject to financial incentives than for the teens who were not, and were
four percentage points higher for teens eligible for case management than for teens who were
not. Graduations were more common among teens who received the full Cal-Learn program
than among teens who received only case management or only financial incentives. The teens
who received no treatment had the lowest graduation rates of the four groups.

The random assignment of teens to their appropriate research group based on Socia Security
numbers was correctly implemented. Not all teens, however, accurately recognized the
treatment to which they were assigned. Some teens incorrectly believed that they were receiving
a program component which they were not eligible for, while others believed themselves to be
ineligible for a component that they could receive. The Full Cal-Learn teens were the most
likely to understand the treatment to which they were assigned. Teens who were randomized to
receive the Full Cal-Learn program and who were correctly aware of that were the most likely to
graduate of all the teensin the evaluation.

Limitations of the Data

These impacts on graduation rates are noteworthy, but for several reasons they should be seen as
preliminary rather than conclusive. Teens were temporarily excluded from the interim
evaluation if they had fewer than six months of exposure to the Cal-Learn program by the end of
the interim data period. For example, teens who were randomized during the last six months
were excluded from the interim evaluation, but will be included in the final analyses. The
relatively short window of time to observe outcomes also limits our ability to make inferences
about longer-term outcomes. An additional year of data isimportant in studying young adults,
whose educational and work-related accomplishments and behavior can change considerably
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over a 12-month period. It iseven more critical in examining outcomes for Cal-L earn teens, who
are already likely to have experienced setbacks in education and employment.

Implications

Both the interim and the final evaluation benefit from the rich diversity of data sources used to
examine this young and vulnerable population. Often, data drawn from alternative sources
portray very different pictures of the population being studied. These apparent inconsistencies
should be seen as a strength of this evaluation, not aweakness. The variability in report of
graduations between administrative and survey data, for example, highlight the way in which
reliance on a single data source can compromise and weaken an evaluation. At aminimum,
multiple data sources force a healthy skepticism about the data, while convergence in results
across sources increases our confidence in the robustness of the findings. Evaluators would be
wise to measure important outcomes in more than one way using more than one source.

A second point may be most relevant to program designers and staff: it is not enough to ssmply
provide financial incentives, or to make case managers available to teens in need.
Misunderstanding of the program elements and contingencies is not uncommon, and teens may
require a significant outreach effort to help them understand the program correctly. Confusion
about the program complicates the evaluation, but it also affects the implementation of Cal-Learn
generaly. For example, we assume that incentives influence teens when they are aware of them
and can adjust their behavior accordingly. In this program, case managers seem to have helped
clients understand the bonus and sanction system, which in turn may account for the significant
impact of the combined effect of both program elements.

More detailed and precise estimates of program impacts will soon be available. The preliminary
evidence suggests that Cal-Learn isworking as legisators intended, and that it is beneficial to
and well-regarded by participants. Not only are graduation rates highest in the Full Cal-Learn
group compared to the other three research groups, but participants seem to think that the
incentive system is effective and the case managers are helpful.

Preview of the Final Evaluation

The final set of evaluation data on the Cal-Learn program will not only describe more clients, it
will describe them over alonger time period with aricher mix of data. Teens were dropped from
the interim evaluation if, by June 1997, they had been in the program fewer than six months.
Potentially, the extension of the administrative data collection through November of 1998 could
increase the administrative sample by athird.

Sample sizes for self-report data could increase by an even greater proportion. The 1720
Retrospective Surveys analyzed for the interim report were from teens who were interviewed by
June 30, 1998. The surveysto be analyzed in the final report will include all those completed
through March 1999. In addition, a second wave of interviews with respondents to the first
interview has been fielded and will be available for the final analysis. Approximately three-
fourths of those teensinitially interviewed have been re-interviewed to date in the second wave
of the Retrospective Survey.

96



Perhaps more important than this simple gain in the number of teensin the sampleisthegainin
the group of teens age 19 and older. These are precisely the teens among whom the outcomes of
greatest interest—graduation, employment, and transition off of public assistance—are most
likely to be found. In the self-report data, we expect to have about 1600 reports of graduation
status from clientswho are at least 19 yearsold. Thisis more than triple the number of teens for
whom graduation outcomes were analyzed for thisinterim report. Similarly, increasesin the
numbers of teens age 20 permit the examination of delayed educational outcomes and more
detailed employment and aid outcomes.

The larger sample sizes should also allow the comparisons of age-specific graduation rates
among counties and estimation of program effects for those individual counties that had large
Cal-Learn evaluation samples. In the final report, we aso plan to analyze the surveys more fully
to paint a picture of Cal-Learn clients’ self-reported life circumstances; their health and their
children's' health, their use of child care and their assessments of child care; and other important
aspects of teen parents’ lives. Not only will these data provide another set of comparisons
among the research groups, but they could help inform other programs that are trying to meet the
multiple needs of young, impoverished familiesin California.
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APPENDIX A: THE CAL-LEARN M ODEL

Under the Cal-Learn program rules, pregnant and parenting teens receive a $100 bonus up to
four times ayear for maintaining satisfactory progressin school (at least a2.0 or “C” grade point
average) and a one-time $500 bonus for high school graduation or its equivalent. They can also
be sanctioned by $100 up to four times a year ($50 for two consecutive months), if, without good
cause, they fail to maintain at least a“D” (1.0) grade point average in school or do not submit a
report card (sanctions can be applied for this reason to non-graduated teens not enrolled in
school). A $50 sanction is applied if areport card showing adequate or satisfactory progressis
turned in late without good cause. Teens who earn a grade point average between 1.0 and 1.9
receive arecommendation of “adequate progress’ and receive no bonus or sanction.

A sanction is deducted from afamily’s aid check and a progress bonus isissued in a separate
check to the head of the welfare case. Thus, the head of the case (who may or may not be the
teen) may be the person most aware of any sanctions and progress bonuses. However, the
graduation bonus check of $500 is always made out to the Cal-Learn teen. Bonuses are
generally issued within a month after areport card is submitted. Sanctions typically take about
two months because of welfare program rules concerning the client’ s right to appeal a grant
reduction notice.

Cal-Learn teens are not eligible to recelve a bonus or sanction until they complete a 90-day
participation period, which starts the first day of the month after they are enrolled. They become
subject to financial incentives as of the first report card issued after thistime period. If, for
example, ateen enters the program in March, the first report card she will be required to submit
for abonus or sanction may not be until November, even though she receives areport card in
May. By that time, the teen may have graduated, turned 19 or gone off aid for another reason. If
ateen cycles on and off aid, he or she may never meet the participation requirements for a bonus
or sanction, regardless of school achievement.

Under the program, intensive case management is offered to each teen as well asfinancia
support for child care, transportation, and school-related expenses. Eligible teens must
participate in Cal-Learn until they earn a high school diploma or its equivalent, or until they turn
19. The CaWORKs plan (effective January 1998), which replaces AFDC with the state's
version of Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF), allows teensin the program to
volunteer to participate in Cal-Learn until they turn 20. Welfare eligibility was expanded under
Cal-Learn to allow pregnant teenagers with no other children to receive aid during their first and
second trimesters, to encourage them to enroll in the program.

There are afew exceptions to the requirement that all under-19 parents on welfare who lack a
high school diploma or equivalent actively participate in Cal-Learn. Under certain
circumstances, such as when they are in postpartum recovery after the birth of achild, teen
parents may be temporarily deferred from the bonus/sanction component of the program but their
case management services will continue. Teen parents may be exempted from program
participation for various reasons and receive no program services, for example, if they have a
seriousillness or incapacity that prevents them from attending school full-time; are expelled
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from school and cannot find an alternative school to attend; or need services which are
unavailable.

The California Department of Social Services (CDSS) isthe lead agency for planning and
implementing the Cal-Learn program statewide. Aslead agency, CDSS coordinates the overall
program design with the California Department of Health Services (CDHS), Department of
Education (CDE), and the counties. California's welfare programs, while financed chiefly
through the state, are administered at the county level under CDSS oversight. Thus, Cal-Learnis
managed by county welfare departments (CWDs).

Within counties, GAIN (California’ s JOBS program) was designated as the agency to operate the
Cal-Learn program. AFDC offices were responsible for identifying eligible clients, referring
them to GAIN, and deducting sanctions from their benefits. GAIN, in addition to administering
the program, approves supportive services, authorizes bonuses and sanctions, issues bonus
checks, and refers clients for case management services. Under CalWORKS, GAIN and AFDC
functions, including responsibilities for Cal-Learn, have been reorganized within county welfare
departments and the CDSS.

The legidlation that created Cal-Learn requires counties to contract for case management services
with Adolescent Family Life Program (AFLP) agencies, or ensure that the local agency
providing these services meets the scope and standards of the AFL P case management model.
The AFLP program has been in existence since 1985, and it is the California Department of
Health Services primary intervention program for pregnant and parenting teens. The central
focus of this voluntary program is to improve the health of teen parents and their children
through the provision of comprehensive case management. The AFLP program takes a broad
view of health and offers counseling and referrals to needed services to enhance the
psychosocial, physical, economic and educational well-being of teen parents and their children.

Cal-Learn expanded the population served by the AFLP agencies from self-referred volunteers to
all parents under 19 on welfare who had not finished school. Under their Cal-Learn contracts,
AFLPs are responsible for coordinating with the schools, collecting student report cards, and
recommending bonuses and sanctions. Cal-Learn case managers explain the program to teens,
undertake a comprehensive assessment of their needs, refer teens to needed services, and make a
special effort to form a caring and sympathetic relationship. They help teensfill out GAIN child
care and other supportive service applications, and monthly expense reports.

While the offer of intensive case management is a core component of the Cal-Learn program, in
reality thisis an offer some clients refuse to accept, or accept only reluctantly. Cal-Learn case
managers can do an excellent job of assessing the multiple needs of teen parents, and they can
provide them with advocacy and referral services. If ateenisunwilling or unable to accept help,
however, there is not much that a case manager can do. A teen who refuses case management
services or who meets with her case manager only sporadically is not penalized financially under
Cal-Learn. Diligent case managers who typically receive referrals for case management from the
welfare office—may spend considerable time trying to track down and meet with resistant Cal-
Learn teens.
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Table A.1: Overview of the Cal-Learn Program!?

ELIGIBILITY & ENROLLMENT

County welfare departments are required to implement the Cal-Learn Program for all pregnant and custodial teen
parents under age 19, and receiving AFDC.

The teen parent participates in Cal-Learn until a high school diploma or its equivalent is obtained or the teen turns 19.2

Teen parents may be exempted or deferred from the Cal-Learn Program only under specific circumstances, such as
the unavailability of necessary services, or a special need that affects school performance and which cannot be
addressed. Cal-Learn deferrals are time-limited and the teen parent will continue to receive case management
services during the deferral period.

Exemption or deferral from Cal-Learn does not mean that the teen is exempt from attending school. All teens must
attend school as required by Section 48200 of the California Education Code.

SERVICES

Supportive services necessary to enable the Cal-Learn participant to attend school regularly will be provided.
Services include reimbursement for child care, transportation, and school-related expenses.

All teens in Cal-Learn will be provided case management services to assist them with their educational goals, their
health needs and those of their child, parenting skills, safety concerns and family issues.

Cal-Learn case management services must either be provided by Adolescent Family Life Program (AFLP) providers
or the services must conform to the standards of the Adolescent Family Life Program. Counties are required to
contract for case management services with agencies that administer Adolescent Family Life Programs, unless AFLP
is unavailable, not cost-effective or the county has an existing program and certain conditions are met.

Counties providing non-AFLP case management services were required to submit additional information in their
county plan which was reviewed and approved by the Department of Health Services.

BONUSES & SANCTIONS

Bonuses and sanctions applied to the welfare grant are based on report cards and high school graduation. The
bonus/sanction is limited to four times per year.

A $100 bonus is provided to the family if the participant maintains satisfactory progress. Satisfactory progress is
defined as a grade point average of at least 2.0 (a C average).

A $100 sanction results from a participant failing to demonstrate adequate progress, either by failing to provide the
report card or based on the report card grades. Adequate progress is defined as a grade point average of at least 1.0
(a D average).

The sanction is applied to the family’s aid check, not to exceed $50 in a single month.

Cal-Learn participants receive a $500 bonus for high school graduation or equivalency. The $500 bonus is paid
directly to the teen parent.

For participants in non-graded programs the bonuses and sanctions will be given based on the school's determination
of adequate or satisfactory progress.

After the teen parent graduates from high school or obtains the equivalency, or turns 19, they become mandatory
participants in GAIN.

1. CDSS, AFLP/Cal-Learn Case Management Program Training packet, August 1994 (edited).

2. Beginning in January 1998, clients can volunteer to participate in the program until age 20.
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APPENDIX B: COMPARABLE PROGRAMS

Besides Cal-Learn, avariety of welfare programs to improve the educational attainment of teen
parents have been developed and evaluated in other states and cities. The approaches have
varied programmatically, with some overlap. More importantly, the evaluation studies differ
enough methodologically as to recommend caution in comparing outcomes across studies. For
example, Learnfare included teenagers who were not parents, as well as teenage parents older
than those in Cal-Learn, and involved financial sanctions only; New Chance was neither
mandatory nor did it involve financial incentives; LEAP was mandatory and involved financial
sanctions and bonuses associated with school attendance rather than grades on reports; and TPD
was mandatory for teen parents with only one child and utilized sanctions only. Below, we
provide a brief overview of the various programs and evaluations that came before or were
ongoing concurrent with Cal-Learn. Thisisnot intended as a research review or comparison of
findings.

Learnfare

Wisconsin's Learnfare program was designed to encourage 13- to 19-year-old aid recipients to
enroll, attend and complete high school. The teens could be dependent children or teen parents,
and sanctions were applied to their families monthly AFDC grant for unacceptable school
attendance. The program offered supportive services, including transportation and child care. A
ten-county study was conducted with teens randomly assigned to experience Learnfare or to
serve as controls. The major outcome variables of interest were school enrollment and
attendance.

New Chance

Thiswas a national demonstration program that ran in 16 locations in ten states. New Chance
was hot mandatory; it offered services to women aged 16 to 22 who were on welfare, had given
birth as teenagers, and had not finished high school or received a GED. This program was
designed to improve the economic prospects and well-being of participants and their children
through various services which included parenting education, GED and job preparation classes,
health education and case management. Volunteers were randomly assigned to receive New
Chance services or to be controls who only received services if they sought them out on their
own. Impacts on arange of outcome variables were explored, including educational attainment,
fertility, child health, employment, and welfare receipt.

LEAP

Ohio’s LEAP program uses financial incentives and penalties applied to the family’s monthly
welfare grant to promote school attendance among pregnant teens and teen parents on welfare.
Teens who did not have a high school diploma or GED and who were on welfare were randomly
assigned after eligibility was determined to participate in LEAP, or to serve as controls. The
program requires participants to stay in school and graduate, to return to school if they have
dropped out, or to prepare for a GED. The program aso provided case management services.
Supportive services, such as child care, were offered to both treatment and control groupsin the
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12 counties studied. The major outcomes of interest were school enrollment, school attendance,
high school graduation and GED receipt, and economic self-sufficiency indicators.

Teenage Parent Welfare Demonstration (TPD)

Operated in three cities in two states, TPD was a mandatory program for teen parents with one
child who were new to AFDC. Participants were required to enroll in job search, training, or
education programs, with financial sanctions against the AFDC grant for noncompliance. In
addition, teens received case management, child care and transportation assistance, and
workshops on various topics including parenting. After program eligibility was determined,
teens were randomized into treatment and control groups and compared on outcome measures of
interest. Measures of program impacts were: involvement in self-sufficiency activities (school,
job training, employed), income, aid receipt, and various measures of social and demographic
status (e.g., repeat childbirth).
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APPENDIX C: RESEARCH COUNTIES

Four California counties were selected for geographic and demographic reasons to serve
as demonstration, or research counties. Alameda, Los Angeles, San Bernardino, and San
Joaguin. Some characteristics that distinguish the research counties are provided below.

Alameda County

Alameda County islocated in Northern California. It contains densely populated urban
areas as well as suburban and rural areas. The population of almost 1.4 millionis very
diverse, ethnically and economically, and there are great wealth disparities in the county.
Thelargest city, Oakland, is composed of at least 82 different |language and/or ethnic
groups, according to the 1990 census. 1n 1996, 36% of the children were in low-income
families. The teen birth rate in 1996 among 15-19 year olds was 44.8 per 1000, and the
total number of births to this age group was 1,830. The total population on welfarein
July 1996 was 98,546; this number has been dropping steadily and in November 1997
stood at 83,960. The total Cal-Learn population in July 1996 was 830, and dropped to
564 in November 1997.

Los Angeles County

Los Angeles County islocated in Southern California. It isthe largest county in terms of
population not only in the state but also in the nation, with more than 9.6 million
residents. Los Angeles encompasses densely populated urban areas, large suburban
areas, and part of the sparsely populated Antelope Valley. The county is ethnically and
economically diverse. Fifty-nine percent of the county’s children live in low-income
families. The teen birth rate among 15 to 19 year olds in 1996 was 68.3 per 1000, and
there were atotal of 19,958 birthsin this group. The total population on welfare in July
1996 was 866,933, and it dropped to 751,090 by November 1997. The Cal-Learn
population in July 1996 numbered 8,263; this figure has declined steeply and in
November 1997 it was 4,641.

San Bernardino County

San Bernardino County is also located in Southern California. The population of almost
1.8 million residents is spread across the largest county, geographically, in the state and
the nation. San Bernardino is largely rural with a couple of urban and suburban
population centers. The population is majority white, but thereisalarge Latino
population. Forty-four percent of the children in the county live in low-income families.
The teen birth rate among 15 to 19 year olds was 66.9 per 1000 in 1996, and there were
4,316 babies born to teens. The county’ s total population on welfare in July 1996 was
182,802, and it declined to 153,436 by November 1997. The Cal-Learn population was
1,290 in July 1996; in November 1997 this figure dropped to 1,063.

106



San Joaquin County

San Joaquin County is located in the central part of California, in the San Joaquin Valley.
The county is largely rural and agricultural with a couple of small urban centers. Itisthe
smallest county in the demonstration project, both in terms of geographic size and
population, with just over 560,000 residents. It isalso arelatively poor county. Over
half of the residents are White; L atinos make up the next largest group and the population
of Southeast Asiansis growing rapidly. Forty-nine percent of the county’s children live
in low-income families. The teen birth rate among 15 to 19 year olds was 63.6 per 1000
in 1996, and the total number of births was 1,328. The total population on welfare in the
county was 68,384 in July 1996; in November 1997 it had dropped to 57,811. The total
Cal-Learn population in July 1996 was 577; in November 1997 it was 385.
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APPENDIX D: DATA SOURCESAND DATA COLLECTION STRATEGY

To examine the characteristics of teens enrolled in Cal-Learn, their participation and use
of services, their exposure to treatments, and the outcomes they experienced as aresult of
their participation and treatments, we examined an array of survey and administrative
data. This appendix discusses the data sources utilized for the Interim Report, the items
drawn from these sources, and the time periods for which the data are available.

As described earlier, eligible teens from four counties (Alameda, Los Angeles, San
Bernardino, and San Joaguin) were randomly assigned to one of four research groups. In
each of these four counties, data from the AFDC and GAIN systems were obtained for
the teen and her case for the period beginning with her entry into Cal-Learn. These data
were obtained on a monthly basis from each of the counties. A set of data items that
could be defined with reasonable consistency across the counties were extracted and
transformed for use in the analysis. Extracts of employment and earnings data were
obtained from the Employment Devel opment Department (EDD), and program
participation data came from the Medi-Cal Eligibility Data System (MEDS).

Two of the four research groups were assigned to receive case management services from
Adolescent Family Life Program agencies (AFLPs). These agencies throughout the state
utilize a common software program, Lodestar, to track the teens they serve. AFLPsin the
four research counties provided UC DATA with copies of their Lodestar datafileson a
monthly basis. Finally, a subset of the teens were interviewed at length over the
telephone (the Retrospective Survey) about their experiences in the Cal-L earn program
and their educational, welfare and family histories. Figure D.1 identifies the data sources
utilized for the interim evaluation. A brief description of the principal data sources
follows.
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Figure D.1: Principal Data Sources Used
for the Creation of Interim Evaluation Analysis Measures

County AFDC County GAIN
Data System Data System Assistance
N > History
Program Participation, Person & Case (MeD(g{aC %lyggr'ﬁ)'“ty

Characteristics, Service Receipt,

Sanctions & Bonuses, Exit Status
County of Eligibility

Case-Management Teen's Self-Report
Information Information EDD
Wage Data
AFLP Lodestar Retrospective
Data Survey Employment &
Earnings

Principal Data Sources

County Administrative Welfare Data

In the four research counties, data from the AFDC and GAIN data systems were copied
each month to tape cartridge and forwarded to UC DATA. Comparable sets of items
were extracted and created from the programmatic data for all four counties. These data
provide descriptive and demographic information about each participating teen (e.g. age,
race, language), her case (e.g. number and age of children, case composition), and her
Cal-Learn program participation over time (e.g. month of entry, month of exit, reason for
exit). The data also reflect the teens' use of supportive services and any financia
incentives applied to the teen in connection with her Cal-Learn participation.

Lodestar Data

Lodestar is the PC-based software application used by the Adolescent Family Life
Program (AFLP) agencies to manage and record data pertaining to the case-management
services provided to pregnant and custodial teen parents. The original version of Lodestar
has been used by AFLPs since 1986. In 1995, Lodestar was enhanced for the Cal-Learn
program and evaluation. Information is collected for input into the Lodestar system using
ten standardized forms which record basic identifying data, including social security
number, pregnancy outcome information, service referral information, school enrollment
and grades information, as well as other information pertinent to the teen’ s health and
welfare. Inthe summer of 1996 a new form, the client contacts tracking form, was added
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to Lodestar, showing the frequency, length, and type of contacts teens have with their
case managers.

Medi-Cal Eligibility Data System Data

The Medi-Cal Eligibility Data System (MEDS) provides arich source of dataon
historical program participation for a large population of public assistance recipients.
This system maintains information for all Medi-Cal eligible persons, including the
programmatic basis for eligibility (e.g. SSI/SSP, AFDC-FG, AFDC-UP, AFDC-
Medically Needy Only, Foster Care, Transitional Medi-Cal, and many
Immigrant/Refugee programs), county of eligibility, and basis of eligibility. It aso
includes basic demographic information, such as date of birth, ethnicity, and sex, as well
as identifying information such as SSN, name, case serial numbers, and address and zip
code information.

The MEDS data provide an aid history for teens prior to, during, and after their period of
Cal-Learn participation. Because MEDS is a centralized statewide database, it can be
used to track ateen’s AFDC participation within and outside the four research counties,
and her public assistance receipt in periods not covered by the four-county administrative
data.

EDD Base Wage Data

These data reflect information collected by the California Employment Devel opment
Department, the state department that administers Job Service, Unemployment Insurance
and Disability Insurance programs. EDD handles the audit and collection of employment
taxes and maintains employment records for more than 15 million Californiaworkers.
The EDD Base Wage File contains quarterly employer-reported taxable wage payments
for the UI/DI program. Employment not covered in these data include some agricultural
workers, railroad workers, religious workers, self-employed, federal and state employees,
casual labor and, of course, unreported “off-the-books’ employment. Although we
believe the wages in the EDD file represent almost 90% of employment in California, the
low skill jobs that public assistance recipients are likely to have could be over-
represented by the employment not included in these data. The EDD data used in this
interim report provide quarterly taxable wage payments in covered employment through
the second quarter of 1997 for Cal-Learn participants age 16 and older.

Retrospective Survey

The address and telephone information recorded in county and state welfare data files
were used to try to locate, teens for telephone interviews. Thisinformation was
commonly outdated or incorrect. Using avariety of sources, location and contact
information were updated and supplemented. The telephone interviews yielded teens
self-report on current household composition, pregnancy history, family history, Cal-
Learn experiences, educational experience, social supports, children’s health,
childbearing intentions, work experience, contraceptive use, use of services, exposure to
and attitudes toward financial incentives and case managers, and selected demographic
data.
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Period of Coverage

The county administrative data used in the interim evaluation covers each teen’s
participation in Cal-Learn from her initial enrollment in Cal-Learn through June 1997 or
her is-enrollment from the program, whichever came earlier. The periods of time
covered by the state level administrative data MEDS, the Lodestar data, and the
Retrospective Survey from one data source to another. Figure D.2 identifies the potential
period of coverage for each data source in the interim evaluation.

Figure D.2: Potential Periods of Coverage by Data Source

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998

County Administrative Data

*
Retrospective Survey Data

A

Employment and Earnings Data ¢

Assistance History Data

Lodestar Forms Data

Lodestar
Contacts Data

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998

County Administrative Welfare Data

The county administrative data are collected for the period beginning in the month in
which theteen isenrolled in Cal-Learn. These data exist for each teen only for the period
that she remains enrolled in Cal-Learn; once she exits Cal-Learn due to graduation, loss
of eligibility for cash aid, or by ‘aging out’, no further information is collected about her
in this database. Hence, while the potential period of data collection for a Cal-Learn teen
extends between the last quarter of 1994 and June of 1997, data are defined only from
Cal-Learn entry until either exit or June of 1997, whichever comesfirst. Figure D.3
shows the timing of entry of teens into the treatment groups in the four research counties.

111



L odestar Data

The Lodestar software underwent enhancement a number of times during the Cal-Learn
evaluation period, as new items or forms were added to meet Cal-L earn evaluation needs.
Some items, most notably the detailed contacts information which tracked the frequency,
length, and type of contacts that the case managers had with the teens, are not available
for the entire length of the evaluation. Two counties have valid contact information
beginning in July of 1996, while the remaining two apparently did not implement this
form until September of 1996. While the detailed contacts data represents only a limited
portion of the information tracked in Lodestar, the extent of missing data for many
elements makes their use problematic.

Medi-Cal Eligibility Data System Data

Data based upon the Medi-Cal Eligibility Data System provide a monthly record of
welfare receipt and data el ements for persons eligible for Medi-Cal in the state of
Cdlifornia. The MEDS file provides this information for the period from January of 1987
through December of 1997, and includes valid data for periods prior to (and after, if
applicable) the dates in which the teen is enrolled in Cal-Learn.

EDD Base Wage Data

The EDD Base Wage, recording quarterly employment and earningsin Ul covered jobs,
isprovided for all teens who were aged 16 and older by the second quarter of 1997 (when
these data end for this evaluation).

Retrospective Survey

Beginning in April 1996, telephone interviews were conducted with Cal-Learn teensin
the four research groups. The Retrospective Survey continued through March 1999, but
only interviews conducted through June of 1998 were cleaned and available for usein the
interim evaluation.! Theinterviews - typically conducted between 6 and 12 months after
the teens entered Cal-Learn - probed for teens experiences prior to Cal-Learn entry,
during Cal-Learn, and at the time of the interview. Since the interviews may have
occurred either during the period covered by the county administrative data or |ater, they
can potentially provide both validation of measures drawn from administrative data and
supplemental information after the point that administrative data ends. Figure D.4
identifies the length of time between Cal-Learn program entry and the date of the
interview.

Data ltems Utilized

The combination of county and state-level administrative data, in conjunction with the
telephone interviews, provides a mix of information for comparing baseline demographic
characteristics, comparing outcomes, gauging use of services, measuring exposure to

1. Approximately 550 additional Retrospective Survey interviews were conducted from July 1998 through
March 1999; data from these interviews, while unavailable for use in the interim evaluation, will be
integrated in the final evaluation.
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treatments, and assessing knowledge and attitudes. This section describes four broad
groups of variables used for this evaluation intended to address important areas of
interest.

The first group of variables provides baseline demographic and descriptive information
about the teen for the point in time at which they entered the Cal-Learn program. These
data, which include the teens' age, race, primary language, number and age of children,
the age of the teen at the birth of her children, AFDC case composition, and
programmatic basis for eligibility, are largely drawn from the county administrative data.
These items are supplemented with measures of aid receipt in the years prior to the teens
entry into Cal-Learn from the Medi-Cal Eligibility Data System. Teens' employment (if
any) prior to Cal-Learn entry in UI/DI covered jobsis provided for teens who were age
16 in at least one quarter prior to entry based on EDD Base Wage data.

Data items describing the teens' Cal-Learn experiences, including timing of their entry
and exit, length of time active in Cal-Learn, receipt of bonuses and sanctions, and the
percent still active at the end of the interim evaluation period are drawn from county
administrative files. Teensin all research groups are eligible for supportive services¥s
reimbursement or payment for child care, transportation, and school -rel ated expenses¥a
receipt of which is also documented in the county administrative files. Information about
exposure to case management is available from the AFLP Lodestar files.
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Figure D.4: Timing of Retrospective Survey Relative to Cal-Learn Entry
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The Retrospective Survey provides awindow into the Cal-Learn program from the teen’s
point of view. Self-report about bonuses and sanctions, as well as contacts with case
managers, show the teens' experiences with the experimental treatments. These items
explore the level and accuracy of teens' understanding of the Cal-Learn program, and
their assessment of the fairness and usefulness of the Cal-Learn program elements.

Finally, data from all sources provide indicators of the dependent variables of interest.
Aswill be discussed in more detail later, evaluation outcomes include the direct goals of
the Cal-Learn program - for example, school enrollment and graduation from high school
¥ but also outcomes seen as derivative from more successful educational experiences,
such as employment and departure from the public assistance rolls.
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APPENDIX E: NON-RESPONSE ANALYSIS

The Retrospective Survey recently closed with a 57% response rate. The response rate
for the survey at the time this report was compiled was dlightly lower (54%). These
relatively low response rates invite a number of questions. First, why isthe rate not
higher? Second, are inferences about the survey respondents generalizable to other
populations, such as to the Cal-Learn population as awhole, or teenage parents in other
states? And third, what are the implications of this response rate for any causal
inferences based on the survey data about the impacts of the Cal-L earn program?

Reasons for Non-Response

To understand why the response rate for this study is not higher, it is useful to compare
the Cal-Learn evaluation to evaluations of comparable programs elsewhere, such asthe
LEAP evaluation. Other evaluations (including LEAP) are based on samples of
individuals who, when they are recruited into the study, must participate in a mandatory
program orientation or initial interview. People who fail to appear for these interviews
are excluded from the study. Initial interviews permit researchers to make afirst contact
with study participants and to gather from them detailed contact information. Cal-Learn
did not recruit study subjectsin this manner. Rather, as explained in the body of the
report, individuals were randomized into the research once they had been identified in an
electronic database as likely to be eligible for Cal-Learn. The process of electronic
identification was over-inclusive, in that many individuals who were not, in fact,
appropriate for Cal-Learn wereinitially identified. More problematic for the response
rate, this broad-based recruitment into the study, with no entry barriers whatsoever,
included many people who later could not be located for telephone interviews or may
have been unwilling to cooperate. Other studies have found that 20% or more of the
casesinitially identified by researchers as appropriate for an orientation fail to attend and
are excluded from the study. In the Cal-Learn study these individuals remained in the
evaluation and contributed to the relatively high non-response rate.

The data used to locate potential respondents for the telephone interview originally came
from county and state welfare records. While these agencies maintain valid address lists
to which they mail recipients’ checks, they frequently do not have telephone numbers for
clients, and certainly not up-to-date ones. The researchers wrote numerous letters to the
target respondents, but these only rarely prompted respondentsto call back with
information on how they could be reached by telephone. Searches through other
databases, such as Department of Motor Vehicles and credit reporting agencies, were not
very useful in locating such ayoung and economically inactive population.

This study population, also, is unusually hard to bring to the telephone for an interview
even when avalid telephone number existsin the record. Many are often too busy being
ateenager and mother to inform researchers when their telephone numbers changes to
make themselves available for interview. Latein 1998, an in-person survey effort was
mounted in Alameda County which generated a substantial additional number of

115



interviews. One conclusion from that effort is that non-respondents were not hostile to
being interviewed, but unmotivated to participate (despite financial incentivesto do o).
The in-person interview effort was not extended to other counties beyond Alameda,
however.

Conseguences of Non-Response for | nferences about Program Effects

The implications of survey non-response depend crucialy on the nature of the non-
response. Non-respondents might be a random subset of the targeted survey group, no
different in any systematic way from the respondents. If thisis the case, then the survey
respondents are as random and representative a sample of the study population as the
originally-selected study sample. In this case, the only consequence of survey non-
response for inference, or for external generalizability, is aloss of statistical power.

A second possibility is that non-respondents are a non-random subset of the targeted
study sample, and differ from respondents on characteristics that are correlated with the
program goal. For example, teens who do not participate in interviews may also be less
likely to participate in school, and graduate at alower rate. If so, the consequences are
not only reduced statistical power but also aloss of generalizability. Findings from the
research are generalizable to the kinds of teens who participated in the survey, but not
necessarily to teens who did not participate. Aslong as the probability of participation
does not differ across research groups, however, it is still legitimate to draw inferences
about program effects from between-group differences in outcomes.

A third possibility is that non-response is not random, and that research groups differ in
their propensity to participate in the interview, perhaps as a consegquence of the
intervention itself. Asdiscussed in Chapter VIII, for example, it appears that
respondents’ propensity to have their graduations reported in the administrative data
varies systematically across research conditions. The No Treatment group isless likely
to have their graduations reported, because they do not have a case manager to report for
them, nor do they have afinancial incentive to report it themselves. At the outset of the
study we were concerned that contact information would be systematically better for
some research groups, or in some counties, than others, resulting in differential response
rates and systematic bias. Thisdid not turn out to be the case, as Table E.1 shows.

Response rates are statistically indistinguishable across research groups, and aimost so
across counties. Moreover, because the Cal-Learn study has access to administrative data
on the entire intended interview sample as well as on the sample who were actually
surveyed, it is possible to investigate non-response in some detail. Specifically, one can
assess which of the three cases just discussed applies. whether the non-responseis
random, is non-random but occurs similarly in all research conditions, or is non-random
and differs systematically across research conditions.
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Table E.1: Percent of Administrative Sample With Completed Survey
by Randomized Research Group and by County
Randomized Percent with
Research Group Completed Survey
Financial Only 52.1
Full Cal-Learn 55.2
Case Management 54.9
No Treatment 52.9
Percent with
County Completed Survey
Alameda 52.9
Los Angeles 54.9
San Bernardino 52.5
San Joaquin 57.8
SOURCE: Retrospective Survey

The following table provides some relevant data. The respondents and non-respondents
are not identical to one another, but they are similar in many respects. On most
demographic characteristics they are either indistinguishable from each other or they
differ only modestly. Non-respondents were slightly more likely to already have a child
at Cal-Learn entry and to be White or Other race. They were, on average, a month
younger at the birth of their first child, slightly less likely to live with another adult and to
have spent ten days more on welfare in the previous year, than survey respondents. They
also typically had been in Cal-Learn slightly less time, meaning that the researchers had
less time to locate them.

If these were the only differences between respondents and non-respondents one might
argue that the two groups were very similar to each other and that generalizability of the
study remained strong. However, program evidence also suggests that non-respondents
were either less successful in school, or lessinclined to bring evidence of their successes
to the welfare office, than survey respondents. Non-respondents had significantly fewer
Cal-Learn progress bonuses and, according to the administrative data, were significantly
less likely to have graduated, than teens who responded to the survey. They were also
lesslikely to have had case manager contact.

Internal validity, however—the ability to make causal inferences about Cal-Learn
program effects based on the statistical equivalence of the four randomized treatment
groups—remains strong despite the non-response. Not only are response rates the same
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across the research conditions, but the characteristics of the four research groups are
similar within the survey sample. See Tables 3.1 - 3.3 in Chapter Il1. Further, within
each research condition non-respondents and respondents differ in predictable ways that
reflect the overall differences shown in Table E.2. In short, aside from reducing the
number of observations and attenuating statistical power, the non-response in this study
does not compromise its ability to provide valid inferences about the impacts of the Cal-
Learn program.

Table E.2: Characteristics of Survey Respondents and Non-Respondents
for Survey Completions Through June 1998

o Respondents Non- p-value for Difference
Characteristic Respondents in Means t-test
Age at Cal-Learn entry 17.25 17.27 0.50
Number of children at entry 0.75 0.79 0.07*
Race (percent):
White (%) 22.5 19.8 0.07*
Hispanic (%) 478 49.3 0.38
Black (%) 25.2 27.6 0.13
Other (%) 4.5 3.3 0.07*
Age at birth of first child 16.52 16.41 0.01*
Age at birth of youngest child 16.61 16.56 0.25
Number of eligible adults 1.00 0.96 0.04**
Number of eligible children 1.47 1.49 0.77
Months on cash assistance 6.38 6.74 0.04**
(of the last 12 months)
Employed in the year prior to 154 16.7 0.39
Cal-Learn entry
Number of Cal-Learn active 11.20 10.83 0.02**
months
Received sanction (%) 331 33.3 0.91
Received any bonus (%) 35.7 21.6 0.00%**
Graduated (%) 9.5 4.0 0.00%**
Any Case Management 38.9 35.7 0.06*
contact (Lodestar records) (%)
Personal Case Management 375 32.9 0.01**

contact (Lodestar records) (%)

SOURCE: Retrospective Survey, county administrative data, Lodestar data, assistance history data,
and wage data
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APPENDIX F: BASELINE CHARACTERISTICSOF CAL-LEARN TEENSBY COUNTY

Chapter 111 provided a description of the baseline characteristics of the teens participating
in the Cal-Learn evaluation. In this appendix, descriptions of the teens reflecting the
same characteristics are shown for the four research counties. These profiles are
constructed from amix of data drawn from administrative records and survey data, and
reflect the information about the teen, her aid history, employment history, children, and
AFDC case. In some cases, datafor particular items may have been unavailablein the
month the teen entered the Cal-Learn program, and are instead drawn from the closest
month for which the data were available.

The intent of Chapter I11 wasto test whether teensin any of the four research groups
differed in some systematic way from teensin any of the other groups. If differences
existed, it would have suggested that statistical adjustments might need to be made in the
analysis of outcomes. In this appendix, the profiles serve only descriptive purposes.

Unlike the research group comparisons, which showed only minor differences on these
characteristics, more substantial differences emerge by research county (See Table F.1).
Los Angeles tends to have dlightly more teens aged 15 and younger at entry than the
other counties (13% vs. 10%) and slightly fewer 18 year-olds (32% vs. 35%), athough
the

Table F.1: Age, Race and Language
Characteristics at Cal-Learn Entry, Administrative Sample, by County
County
Alameda Los San San
Angeles  Bernardino Joaquin
Age at Entry
Mean 17.2 17.2 17.3 17.3
Less than 15 11.8 13.1 9.7 10.3
Age 16 22.2 23.7 22.3 20.9
Age 17 31.0 31.2 33.1 32.6
Age 18 35.0 32.1 34.9 36.2
Race/Ethnicity
White 10.9 10.7 29.5 24.6
Hispanic 16.9 62.6 49.9 39.1
Black 65.2 24.5 18.8 19.2
Other 7.1 2.2 1.8 17.1
English Language 93.1 81.2 96.9 87.7
Sample Size 397 917 1586 301
SOURCE: County administrative data
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differences are not statistically significant. More striking are differencesin racial
composition: In Alameda and Los Angeles, only onein ten teensisidentified as white,
while a quarter of teensin San Joaquin and three in ten teensin San Bernardino are
classified aswhite. In Los Angeles, nearly two-thirds of teens are Hispanic, as are half of
teensin San Bernardino. In Alameda, in contrast, nearly two-thirds of the teens are
black, with only onein six identified as Hispanic. Primary language also varies
substantially, with English identified as primary in 97% of Cal-Learn teen casesin San
Bernardino, but in only 81% of Los Angeles cases.

As Table F.2 shows, differences with respect to children and case composition also
emerge between the teens based on their county of residence. In Alameda, 42% of teens
enter the programs prior to the birth of their first child, as do 32% of teensin San
Joaquin; in contrast, only 27% of teensin Los Angeles and 28% of teensin San
Bernardino have not yet given birth by program entry. Profilesfor these teens are shown
in Table F.2.

Table F.2: Child and Case Composition Characteristics
at Cal-Learn Entry, Administrative Sample, by County

County

Alameda Los San San
Angeles Bernardino Joaquin

Children at Entry

Mean 0.6 0.8 0.8 0.7
No Children 418 26.5 27.6 31.6
One Child 54.9 67.8 66.3 63.8
Two Children 3.3 5.1 5.6 4.3
Three or More 0.0 0.5 0.5 0.3
Teen’s Age at Birth of
First Child 16.8 16.5 16.4 16.4
Youngest Child 16.9 16.6 16.6 16.5
Age of Oldest Child 0.6 0.7 1.0 0.9
Case Composition
Federal Adults 0.95 0.94 1.02
Federal Children 1.12 1.66 1.46
Sample Size 397 917 1586 301

SOURCE: County administrative data

Differences between counties also exist with respect to prior aid, with teensin Los
Angeles averaging 3 fewer months on cash aid in the 3 years prior to their entry into Cal-
Learn, and 1 fewer month on cash aid in the year immediately prior to entry (See Table
F.3). Over athird of teensin Los Angeles started cash aid in the 3 years prior to Cal-
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Learn entry, and quarter in the year prior to entry, versus 28% and 18% for those time
periodsin the other 3 counties.

Table F.3: Basis of Aid, Aid History, and Employment History
Characteristics at Cal-Learn Entry, Administrative Sample, by County

County
Alameda Los San San
Angeles  Bernardino  Joaquin
Months on Cash Aid
In Last 36 Months 19.0 16.1 19.0 21.3
In Last 12 Months 6.3 5.8 6.9 7.1
Percent New to Aid
In Last 36 Months 23.4 345 305 21.9
In Last 12 Months 18.1 249 185 14.6
Aid Code at Entry
Family Group 94.6 89.5 87.7 89.0
Unemployed Parent 5.4 10.5 12.3 11.0
Employed in Prior Yr 19.4 18.1 135 19.2
Sample Size 397 917 1586 301

SOURCE: County administrative data, assistance history, and wage data
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APPENDIX G: TREATMENT CONDITIONS. ASSIGNED, EXPERIENCED, AND PERCEIVED

ChaptersV, VI, and VII described Cal-Learn teens’ experiences with the experimental
treatments—financial incentives and case management—and established that teens' perceptions
and experiences frequently do not correspond to what their randomly-assigned group status
indicates they should have experienced. In Chapter VIII, the examination of outcomes for ‘ideal’
groups, composed of teens whose perceived treatments matched their randomly assigned
treatments, made clear the importance of teens' perceptions and experiences as intervening
mechanisms in achieving successful educational outcomes. This appendix exploresin more
detail the inconsistencies between the treatments clients were assigned to receive, the treatments
that the administrative data indicate they received, and the treatments they report receiving.
These analyses are val uable because the design of the general Cal-Learn program, and of the
Cal-Learn evaluation, is to offer teens the experience of case management, and to create the
perception among them that progress in school leads to financial rewards, while financial
penalties are assessed for not making progress. Teens who actually experience/receive case
management are presumed to gain access to supportive services and counseling that is denied to
teens who do not experience case management. And teens who believe they can receive bonuses
or sanctions are presumed to have more reasons and therefore greater willingnessto persist in
school.

By distinguishing teens' actual perceptions and experiences (reported in the survey and in the
administrative data) from their random assignment to research conditions, one can determine
whether an experimental condition was implemented as planned, and whether, when these
interventions were implemented as planned, they were able to achieve their intended goals.
Thus, this appendix provides useful contextual information on the implementation of the
program and the experiences of teens in the experiment, and suggests avenues for future
research.

Modes of Classification

For the purpose of these analyses, we determine for each program participant three types of
program participation, and classify each person accordingly. Thefirst classification approach,
the approach that we have used throughout most of the report, is based on the teen’ s randomly
assigned treatment: ateen is classified according to the treatment condition into which she was
randomly assigned. Random assignment permits analysts to compare outcomes among teens
assigned to different treatments with confidence that differences in outcomes reflect true
treatment effects rather than merely differences in the characteristics of teens selected to receive
those treatments. If, for example, we were to find that teens assigned to receive bonuses and
sanctions graduate at a higher rate than teens who were not subject to financial incentives, the
random nature of this assignment means we do not have to worry that anyone deliberately placed
teens they thought would be more successful into groups where they could get a bonus or
protected poorly performing teens from sanctions by placing them in groups not subject to
incentives.

A second classification strategy reflects each teen’ s experienced treatment: that is, her actual

receipt of bonuses, sanctions or case management as these experiences are recorded in the
administrative data. Teens who are recorded in the administrative data as having seen a case
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manager are classified as having experienced case management, while teens who actually
received bonuses or sanctions are classified as experiencing a financial incentive. Experienced
treatment isin part a consequence of the behavior of each individual teen; ateen who makes
herself unavailable to her case manager will not experience case management and a teen who
neither fails nor makes satisfactory progress will not experience afinancial incentive.
Attributing differences in graduations to differences in experienced treatments may not be valid
because the people who behave so as to experience a treatment might have been going to
graduate (or not graduate) anyway. Nevertheless, it is valuable to know the extent to which
people assigned to experience case management actually received it, and to explore whether that
experience changed their educational outcomes; or to explore whether receiving a bonus or
sanction led to changes in behavior.

The third strategy classifies each teen according to what treatments she believes she received or
was subject to whilein Cal-Learn. This classification, which is based on her responses to
guestionsin the survey, we refer to as her perceived treatment. A teen who believed that that she
could earn abonus or face a sanction is classified as perceiving that she is subject to financial
incentives, while one who believed that she had a Cal-L earn case manager is classified as
perceiving that she got case management. If teens do not correctly understand the treatments to
which they are subject, the effects of randomly-assigned treatments will probably be attenuated.
If, for example, teens who were randomly assigned to financial incentives were not aware of this
fact, they might graduate at the same rates as teens not assigned to financial incentives. Financial
incentives that, in theory or in alaboratory situation, might be powerful cannot be effective if,
when an incentive program is implemented, teens are not aware of them. Conversely, if teens
who are not in fact eligible for incentives believe that they are, then they might behave in the
same was as teens who were randomized to receive incentives.

Perceptions, like experiences, can be the result of an individual teen’s behavior and
characteristics—her ability and willingness to take in and recall information. But perceptions
can also be the result of the information made available to people, and the context in which that
information is acquired or repeated. Participants in the randomized evaluation, in which teen
parents in the research counties were randomized to one of four different conditions, may have
been more likely than teensin the regular program to misperceive their status because their
friends might have been in different conditions than they were themselves. Therefore one should
not necessarily assume that lack of program knowledge among Cal-L earn evaluation participants
also implies alack of knowledge among participants in the full program. Rather, the knowledge
of participantsin the full program should be assessed independently of the randomized
evaluation.

The survey is our only source of information about what teens perceived as the treatments they
were subject to or received in the evaluation. The survey was designed such that if teens
reported in the survey that they did not believe they werein Cal-Learn, they were not asked
guestions about their perceptions of their status in the program. Thus, they were not asked if
they could receive bonuses and sanctions, nor were they asked if they had a case manager or had
seen the case manager. The randomized research groups differed in the proportion of their
participants who said they were not in Cal-Learn and therefore in the degree to which they were
screened out of the subsequent survey questions. Only 5% of teens randomized to the Full Cal-
Learn group believed they were not in Cal-Learn, while approximately 10% of teens assigned to
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Case Management Only, 20% of teensin Financial Only, and 40% of teensin No Treatment
believed they were not in Cal-Learn.

Case Management: Assigned, Experienced and Per ceived

Administrative and Self-Report Data on Case M anagement

In contrast to the 90% of teensin the case-managed groups whose records appear in Lodestar
(see Chapter V1), only 6% of teensin the groups not assigned to case management are recorded
with contacts in the Lodestar data, with equal rates of contact for the Financial Incentives Only
and the No Treatment groups. Theteens' perceptions reported in the survey, however, indicate
higher levels of case management in these groups. For teens assigned to the Financial Incentives
Only condition, 65% reported that they had a Cal-Learn case manager, while for teens assigned
to the No Treatment condition, 40% reported that they had a Cal-Learn case manager. For many
of these teens, their perception of having a case manager was fairly hollow: of teens not assigned
case management who nevertheless believed they had a case manager, only half (51%) reported
actually seeing that case manager.

These survey data suggest that a non-trivial portion of the people who, according to the random-
assignment experimental design, should not get case management services believe themselves to
be getting some type of services. As explained earlier, the AFL P case management agencies
would provide services to any teen parent on welfare who asked for case management, so the
non-assigned teens could have received AFLP case management —which is, in fact, the Cal-
Learn case management. The client-caseworker contacts might not have been recorded in the
administrative data because the AFL P agency was not aware that the teen was in the Cal-Learn
evaluation. Or, the teens could be getting case management from some other social service
agency. Ineither case, if case management were as effective in helping these teens graduate as
the case management received by the teens who were assigned to case management, then the
randomized “No case management” groups would in fact be partly composed of “Case
Management” teens and the true impact of case management could not be assessed merely by
comparing the outcomes among randomized groups.

Alternatively, these non-assigned teens could be confusing some other service provider, such as
awelfare digibility worker, with a Cal-Learn case manager (although the question and the
instructions to interviewers both focused unambiguously and explicitly on Cal-Learn case
management). In that case, this alleged case manager might not be providing case management
servicesto these teens at all, and the randomized evaluation would not be weakened.

The teens who think they have a case manager tend to have different experiences of other aspects
of the Cal-Learn program than teens who do not think they have a case manager. They are at
least twice as likely to use supportive services and at least three times as likely to have received
bonuses. These data suggest at least two interpretations. one, teens who think they have case
managers may in fact have one, and that person helps them get supportive services and receive
the bonuses they are entitled to; or, two, awelfare worker might be performing those functions
and the teen thinks she is a case manager.
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The data on bonuses suggest that teens who believed they had seen a case manager did better in
school, receiving more bonuses. This pattern is found both among teens assigned to case
management who said they saw a case manager, and among teens not assigned to case
management who said they saw a case manager. The pattern can be interpreted in at |east two
ways. One interpretation supports the hypothesis that case managers (or whomever the teen
thinksis her case manager) help Cal-Learn clients to perform better in school. An alternative
interpretation is that some teens are good at getting the resources they need to do well in school,
including getting a case manager (or someone like a case manager), and they are also more likely
than average to get abonus. This interpretation does not imply that case managers helped the
teens, but that the teens were good at hel ping themselves.

Survey Data on Case Manager Effectiveness

Teens who believed they had a case manager were asked to assess the quality and effectiveness
of their case managers. The questions ask respondents how much, taking everything into
consideration, having a case manager helped them. Teens who were supposed to have a case
manager because they were randomly assigned to case management are substantially more likely
to report that their case manager helped them “alot” than teens who were not randomly assigned
to receive case management, but who believed they had a case manager anyway. Over half
(53%) of teens assigned to case management said their case manager helped them “A lot”, while
only 11% said their case manager helped “not at al”. In contrast, only a quarter (27%) of teens
not assigned to case management said the case manager helped “alot” and nearly athird (31%)
of teensfelt the case manager helped “not at all”. Similar differencesin reported helpfulnessin
getting into a school or class, or getting special tutoring emerge between the teens assigned, or
not assigned, to case management. These results suggest that a qualitative difference between
the case managers assigned to teens as their experimental treatment and the personnel who fill
thisrole for teens not assigned case management. Teens who are entitled to Cal-Learn case
management by virtue of being randomized to a case management research condition are more
likely to find their case managers helpful than are teens who may or may not actually be getting
case management, although they think they are.

Summary of Assigned, Experienced, and Perceived Case Management

While about 90% of the teens assigned to case management appear in the case management
administrative data system, and about 87% of them say that they have a case manager, an
indeterminate fraction of teens not assigned to case management also have seen a case manager.
On the one hand, very few of the latter group -- only about 6% -- appear in the Lodestar data as
having received Cal-Learn case management. On the other hand, about half of them say they
think they have a case manager, and about one-quarter of them say they have met with a case
manager.

Irrespective of assigned treatment, teens who believe they have a case manager are more likely to
use Cal-L earn supportive services and to receive bonuses. Additionally, among the teens who
believe they have case managers, those who were aso entitled to case management by virtue of
being randomly assigned to that treatment rated their case managers as more helpful than did
teens not assigned to case management.
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Table G.1: Selected Characteristics of Teens by Assigned and
Perceived Case Management Treatment

Assigned Treatment: Case Managed Groups Non-Case Managed Groups
Perceived Treatment:  Believeshas  Believes does Believes has Believes does
CM not have CM CM not have CM
Lodestar
Any Contact 87.2 78.2 9.4 3.7
Personal Contact 84.9 69.0 9.1 3.7
Home Visit 68.8 47.1 8.6 3.7
Supportive Services
Any 63.6 32.1 485 10.9
Transportation 57.1 284 36.9 8.0
Child Care 20.9 7.3 22.8 4.0
Ancillary 19.3 55 18.3 4.2
Incentives: Admin.
Bonus 35.9 9.8 37.4 9.5
Sanction 27.6 36.6 34.3 39.2
Incentives: Survey
Bonus 21.8 4.4 24.6 3.1
Sanction 111 35 18.6 3.4
Teen Evaluation
CM Helped: “A lot” 52.8 -- 27.3
“Not at All" 11.0 -- 31.0
Have Seen CM 92.7 - 51.0
Sample Size 740 113 451 416

SOURCE: County administrative and Lodestar Data and Retrospective Survey

NOTE: The Case Managed groups include the Full Cal-Learn group and the Case Management Only group. The Non-
Case Managed groups include the Financial Only group and the No Treatment group. Teens are assigned to the
Perceived CM groups if the believe they had a Cal-Learn case manager, either currently or in the past.
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Financial Incentives: Assigned, Experienced and Per ceived

Administrative and Self-Report Data on Bonuses and Sanctions

The elements of the financial incentive treatment experienced by the teens are discussed in detail
in Chapter V. Treatment protocols appear to have been adhered to by the counties: only teens
assigned the financial incentives groups received either bonuses or sanctions. Nearly 34% of Full
Cal-Learn teens received some form of bonus while fewer than 25% of Financial Only teens ever
received abonus. Conversely, teensin the Financial Only group were significantly more likely
to receive a sanction than were teensin the Full Cal-Learn group (36% compared to 30%).
Overall, in both groups more than half (55%) of the teens experienced either a sanction or a
bonus. No teens who were not randomized to financial incentives received one. This fact
highlights one important feature of the randomized design: teens can not ‘ self-refer’ themselves
into eligibility for incentives, while they can self-refer for case management.

Respondents’ perceptions of their eligibility for incentives matches the reality only moderately.
Overall, 57% percent of all teens believed themselves subject to some incentive, whether a bonus
or sanction. Teensin the groups actually subject to incentives are most likely to hold this belief
—87% of teensin the Full Cal-Learn group and 71% of teensin the Financial Only group
correctly believe themselves subject to at least one of the incentives (although some of those who
knew they were eligible for an incentive did not know they were eligible for all the incentives).
Of the teens not subject to sanctions and bonuses¥s those in the Case Management Only and No
Treatment groups¥2 40% and 29% respectively believed that they could receive some bonus or
sanction.

These findings are important because the financial incentive treatment does not mainly consist of
the receipt of abonus or a sanction but of ateen’s expectation of bonuses and sanctions
contingent on her behavior. Bonuses and sanctions once awarded, however, might reinforce the
causal relationship in ateen’s mind between behavior and consequences, and might thereby
strengthen her motivation to progress in school. Teenswho believed they were subject to
incentives were asked in the survey if they had received one. Of this group, teens who actually
were assigned to the financial incentive groups are, not unexpectedly, more likely to report that
they received bonuses (40%) and sanctions (27%) than teens who were not assigned to the
groups subject to incentives, who rarely believed that they had received one (4% and 1%,

respectively).

Correlations between Perceived Eligibility for Incentives, and the Treatments and Services Used
Among the groups randomly assigned to incentives, the teens who correctly understood
themselves to be eligible for bonuses and sanctions were much more likely to receive bonuses
(37% vs. 10%) and less likely to receive sanctions (29% vs. 44%) than teens who did not think
they were subject to incentives. It isimpossible to judge whether this correlation demonstrates
the effects of knowledge and motivation on behavior, or the effects of getting a bonus or sanction
on ateen’s knowledge.

Teens who believed they were subject to financial incentives were more likely to utilize
assistance for supportive services than teens who did not believe they could get bonuses or
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sanctions. Among teens assigned to the financial incentive groups, 58% of teens who understood
they are subject to sanctions and bonuses had received some supportive service versus only 24%
of teens who failed to understand their eligibility. These differences also appear with respect to
assistance with transportation, child care, and ancillary expenses. Among teens not assigned to
the financial incentives groups, similar (although more muted) contrasts based on perceptions are
evident: 49% of teens who believed themselves subject to incentives received supportive service
assistancelversus 34% of teens who correctly recognized that they could not receive bonuses or
sanctions.

Teens were more likely to have contact with a case manager (according to the Lodestar data) if
they believed they were eligible for financia incentives than if they did not believe this. This
relationship was especially strong among teens who were randomly assigned to financial
incentives. Teens who recognized their eligibility for bonuses and sanctions were twice as likely
to have had contact with a case manager as were teens who did not realize they were subject to
bonuses and sanctions (53% compared to 26%). This relationship suggests that one of the
benefits of having a case manager might be better information about eligibility for bonuses and
sanctions.

Fairness and Effectiveness of Incentives from Self-Report

All teens in the survey, irrespective of whether they were eligible for incentives or not, were
asked about their perceptions of the fairness and usefulness of bonuses and sanctions. The teens
evaluations by research group suggest that teens assigned to the two financial incentive groups
were more likely to assess sanctions and bonuses as fair, and also most likely to feel they were
effective in helping teens stay in school (see Chapter V). Distinguishing responses by whether
teens believed they were subject to incentives suggests that teens who thought they were subject
to incentives were moderately more likely to feel those incentives were fair and effective than
teens who did not think themselves subject to incentives. This result was true within each
individual research group, as well as within the larger groups composed of all teens subject to
incentives and all those not assigned to that condition.

Summary of Assigned, Experienced, and Perceived Financia Incentives

Treatment protocols for the financial incentives appeared to have been adhered to: the
administrative data show that only teens actually assigned to the financial incentives groups
experienced any of the incentives. Among eligible teens, those who realize they are subject to
incentives are four times more likely to have received a bonus, and have been sanctioned at only
70% of the rate of teens who do not realize they can get bonuses and sanctions.

Over athird of teenswho are not eligible for incentives believe they are subject to some form of
financial incentive, although none of them have received any incentive. Teenswho believe they

1. Both the set of teens assigned to the incentives treatment condition and the set of teens not so assigned are
comprised of amix of two groups, which differ on whether case management was assigned. Depending on the
relationship between perceived eligibility for incentives and assignment to the case managed groups, contrasts
displayed by perceived eligibility may reflect differences associated with assignment to case management, as well.
For simplicity in presentation, contrasts are not presented separately for each of the four research groups; if
differences emerge, they are discussed in the text.
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are subject to bonuses or sanctions tend to have more contact with case managers and use more
supportive services than teens who do not think they are subject to incentives. Thisdifferenceis
especially true of teens who actually can receive bonuses and sanctions, but appears as well
among those who are inéligible. Teens who believe they are eligible for incentives are also more
likely to believe bonuses and sanctions are fair and useful for getting teens to return to and stay
in school.

Table G.2: Selected Characteristics of Teens by Assigned and Perceived Financial Treatment

Assigned Treatment: Financial Incentives No Financial Incentives

Perceived Treatment; Believes can Believes can Believes can Believes can
getan incentive  getno Incentive getan incentive  get no Incentive

Admin: Received

Bonus 36.5 9.94
Sanction 29.0 442
Any 59.8 51.4
Survey: Received
Bonus 404 - 4.3
Sanction 26.6 -- 0.7
Supportive Services
Any 571.7 24.0 48.9 33.9
Transportation 49.1 19.3 42.2 28.6
Childcare 21.4 53 18.7 12.7
Ancillary 22.9 9.9 10.8 75
Lodestar
Any CM Contact 52.6 25.6 50.2 39.5
Survey
Bonuses are:
Fair 94.3 91.4 90.1 84.5
Very Useful 62.1 49.7 57.4 53.1
Sanctions are:
Fair 64.3 55.3 57.9 53.3
Very Useful 30.8 27.3 30.2 25.4
Sample Size 685 181 303 551

SOURCE: County administrative and Lodestar Data and Retrospective Survey

NOTE: The Financial Incentives groups include the Full Cal-Learn group and the Financial Only group. The No Financial
Incentives groups include the Case Management Only group and the No Treatment group. Teens are assigned to the
Perceived Incentives groups if the believe they are eligible for either a bonus or a sanction.
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! The criterion of high school completion is satisfied in one of three ways: obtaining a
high school diploma, passing the California High School Proficiency Exam, or passing
the GED test (high school equivalency certificate).

2 Asdiscussed in the Cal-Learn Process Evaluation, the counties differed in their
abilities to identify potential Cal-Learn teens, the strategies they pursued in finding and
enrolling teens, and their subsequent identification of those who were ineligible to
participate in the evaluation. For example, Los Angeles followed a much more
complicated procedure for randomization and eligibility evaluation, resulting in alarge
number of persons randomized who did not meet the criteriafor participation in Cal-
Learn. In Alameda, all new AFDC cases with a head under the age of 19 were enrolled
into Cal-Learn, and de-registered as “erroneoudly referred” if at alater time they
produced proof of earlier graduation.

% In January of 1998, rules of Cal-Learn participation were modified. While mandatory
participation continued to end when ateen turned 19, teens could voluntarily elect to
remain in Cal-Learn for another year.

* To provide a broader sense of the timing of enrollments and exits, figures provided
here include teens for whom less than six months of active Cal-Learn participation data
exists. Because that group of teensincludes all teens randomized after January of 1997,
exclusion of that group weights the sample more heavily to teens randomized earlier, and
more likely to exit earlier. It does not impact the size or direction of the modest
differences between research groups, however, or the more substantial differences
between counties.

® |n addition to a high school diploma, passing either the GED or CHSPE fulfills the
statutory requirement; however, in practice, passing the CHSPE was not considered a
fulfillment of the requirement. Thisissueisdiscussed in greater detail in Chapter VIII.

® Additional first wave surveys conducted from July 1998 to March 1999 are not
currently included in the analysis. Approximately 550 first wave surveys were conducted
during this period.

" See the discussion in earlier chapters regarding factors which might impact the teens
awareness of reasons for changesin grant amounts. This discussion may also be found in
Implementation of California’'s Cal-Learn Demonstration Project: A Process Evaluation.

8 Teenswho did not realize that they were in Cal-Learn and/or that they were subject to
financial incentives were not asked about receipt of bonuses and sanctions. In Table 5.2,
these teens are treated as reporting no receipt of financial incentives.

® Some of the differences, particularly differences in the receipt of sanctions, between the
two groups seem less striking in the survey data. These results may be driven by the fact
that Financial Only teens are both less likely to realize that they are in Cal-Learn and also
less likely to realize they are subject to financial incentives (71%) than Full Cal-Learn
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teens (87%). Inthe survey, only teens who believed themselvesto be in Cal-Learn and
eligible for financia incentives were asked whether they had ever received a bonus or a
sanction. If we focus on this subset of teens who realized they were subject to incentives,
the differencesin receipt of sanctions become more apparent. For this subset,
approximately 37% of the Financial Only teens reported receiving a sanction compared to
only 28% of the Full Cal-Learn teens. The difference in reported sanction receipt for this
sample was statistically significant at the .05 level.

19 Since the surveys were conducted from April 1996 to June 1998, the time period
covered by the Retrospective Survey will vary for each teen and is not equivaent to the
Lodestar Contacts File sample period. Asaresult of thistiming issue, the survey
estimates of case management contact are not directly comparable to the contacts data
from the Lodestar Contacts File. For example, contacts that occurred after ateenis
surveyed, but before the end of the administrative data, are included in the Lodestar data,
but not in the survey data. Likewise, contacts that occurred outside of the Lodestar
period, but before the survey interview, are included in the survey data, but not in the

L odestar data.

In addition to differences in the sample period, the survey sampleis not entirely
comprised of the same teens as the Lodestar sample. As mentioned earlier, only 1,720
teens were surveyed in the Retrospective Survey; 853 of these surveyed teens are in case
managed groups. Of the 1,250 case managed teens included in our Lodestar sample, 711
were surveyed. Consequently, 143 case managed teens in the survey sample do not have
L odestar Contacts data due to the sample period issue. Survey questions regarding case
manager contact apply to all 853 surveyed case managed teens.

1 Although all Cal-Learn teens are eligible for supportive services, teens must be
enrolled in school in order to receive supportive services.

12 The 268 teensin San Joaquin for whom supportive service data were not available are
not included in this sample.

13 Because the intent is cross-validation across data sources, teens removed from the
interim evaluation analyses because they had fewer than six months of active
participation are included in this analysis.

 From LEAP: Fina Report on Ohio's Welfare Initiative to Improve School Attendance
among Teenage Parents, by David Long, Judith Gueron, Robert Wood, Rebecca Fisher
and Veronica Fellerath. Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, 1997.

1> This apparent interaction effect does not hold, however, for the outcome “not dropping
out” or its complement, dropping out. Dropping out among teens age nineteen and over
is more common for the Full Cal-Learn teens (61%) than it isfor the Financial Only
(54%) or for Case Management Only (57%) groups. The final report islikely to shed
more light on the question of the interaction between case management and financial
incentives.
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1® This second assumption is probably false. It seems likely that the teens who have not
met with their case manager differ from those who have met, and the teens who do not
know they are subject to financial incentives are different from the teens who do know
thisfact. Teenswho have not met with a case manager but should have may bein
unstable living arrangements and are therefore hard to locate, or they may be unusually
resistant to participating in any type of program, whether case management or school. It
is also possible that the teens who neither seek out nor accept case management do not
need the extra help because they are already on track for graduation. And some of the
teens who are unaware of their éigibility for financial incentives may be inattentive to all
program rules and requirements, or they may be unable to read or to recall important
information.

Some of the case-managed teens may have been brought into the system by their school
or have sought out case managers to help them get child care so they can attend school.
These teens would be seeing a case manager because they want to attend school, rather
than attending school because they are seeing a case manager. By the same token, teens
who are aware of financial incentives might have become so through their participation in
school. Most of these examples suggest that the teens who are fully aware of and
participating in the program are likely to have been more educationally successful before
they started in Cal-Learn, than are the teens not participating in the program. The
graduation estimates for “ideal implementation” might not describe the latter group
accurately.

Not only are the estimates presented an upper bound for what the program might achieve,
but they are based on survey gquestions which, although they are useful, are still limited in
the information they provide. The survey asked respondents about their experiences with
the Cal-Learn treatments — specifically, whether they had met with a case manager, and
whether they could get a bonus for making progress in school or graduating, or get a
sanction for afailing report card or for not turning in areport card. Only respondents
who believed they were in the Cal-Learn program were asked about their contacts with a
case manager, or whether they were eligible for sanctions and bonuses. Although most
teens in the three intervention cells knew they were in some version of Cal-Learn, about
half of the No Treatment group did not think they were in Cal-Learn and so were not
asked the questions about seeing a case manager or their eigibility for sanctions. Inthe
analysis we treat the non-respondents to these questions (about 20% of the sample) asiif
they would answer “no” to these questions, but that assumption could be false.

17" Participants who move out of aresearch county or become ineligible may later rejoin
the active Cal-Learn research sample. These exits are classified as interim exits.
Outcomes for a subgroup of exitsthat are classified as final exits are examined as well.
Teens who graduate or age out of Cal-Learn havefinal exits. The exits are final because
these teens no longer have any opportunity for additional Cal-Learn program experience.
The magjority of the results reported in this chapter are for all exited teens, combining
those with interim exits and those with final exits.
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¥ The timing of teens exiting from Cal-Learn is very important to our analysisand is
based on county administrative data which indicate the last complete month the teen was
in the Cal-Learn program. Since the teen may or may not be in Cal-Learn for some part
of the subsequent month, the first full month for which we are sure that the teen is not
part of the Cal-Learn program is two months after the teen's last complete month
indicated in the county data.

19 Data from the Employment Devel opment Department were obtained for teens
beginning when they turned 16 or in 1987, whichever came first, and continue through
the second quarter of 1997 for thisinterim evaluation. The data contain quarterly
earnings for each person who is employed in covered employment. Covered employment
includes about 98% of total wage and salary civilian employment. Excluded from
covered employment are some agricultural workers, railroad workers, state and local
government employees, religious workers, and self-employed individuals. 1n addition,
domestic workers whose employers pay |ess than $1,000 per quarter are exempt. The
wage data reported in this section are not meant to be entirely representative of the
earnings of the Cal-Learn research sample and should generally be seen as alower
bound. In particular, the survey data indicate that some teens work at odd jobs which
would not be considered covered employment.

20 The sample sizesin our analysis will vary because for the employment outcomes, data
are only available for quartersin which teens are 16 years or older. In addition, some
data are currently unavailable for certain of the Cal-Learn teens. Neither of these data
limitations introduces any bias into our comparisons of outcomes across research groups.
The teens for whom data are lacking are a random subset of the full sample and are
evenly distributed among the research groups so that the research groups are equal in the
amounts of data available for them. The missing data are anticipated to be available for
the final evaluation report. Each section of this chapter includes a description of the
samples used therein.

2L While the survey data may cover alonger period of time than the administrative data,
at this time we do not examine post-Cal-L earn employment outcomes for any teens with
self-reported graduations beyond April 1997 because of the lack of availability of
employment data after June 1997.

22 Assistance after age 18 most probably represents the teen obtaining assistance for her
own family as opposed to assistance received as a dependent in her parent’s case. Thisis
amore appropriate measure of self-sufficiency.

23 Our actual analysis reports a smaller sample size because some data are unavailable
for some teens and some teens are not over 18 at the time of this interim evaluation.

4 We find 25% of the teens having some experience with employment and public
assistance since exiting. In general, most of their post Cal-Learn timeis spent on
assistance. It should be noted that our analysis over-estimates the amount of time with
employment. Since wage data are quarterly and assistance history data are monthly, we
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have bias in our measurements. For example, if ateen exited 12 months ago and was
employed for one month and on aid for one month, the teen will be classified as
employed 25% of the time and on aid 8% of the time.
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